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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE reint elsewhere a memorandum just issued by the Land 
Registry Office with respect to compulsory registration in the 
County of London. The districts which will be affected oa the 
ist of January next are the parishes of Hampstead, St. Pancras, 
St. Marylebone, and St. George’s, Hanover-square ; and others 
in the order already announced, In order to inform the public 
with certainty of the limits of compulsory registration, maps 
of the above parishes on the scale of 6in. to the mile have, it is 
stated in the memorandum, been prepared, and also of the set of 
parishes affected on the Istof March next. These maps are open 
to free inspection. The remainder of the memorandum explains 
the effect of the Order in Council making registration 
compulsory, and states the procedure to be adopted on 
registration with a possessory title. Since, under rule 209 
of the Land Transfer Rules, 1898, the ordnance map is to be 
the basis of all descriptions of land in the register, the applica- 
tion must be accompanied by sufficient information to enable the 
land to be fully identified on that map; though it will be 
sufficient for the applicant or his solicitor to personally point out 
the land on the ordnance sheet kept at the Land Registry Office. 
The memorandum calls attention to the fact that registration of 
a purchaser as proprietor of land under the Land Transfer Act 
avoids the necessity for registration of the purchase deed in the 
Middlesex Registry. Where an estate is being laid out for 
building according to a settled plan special arrangements can 
be made to facilitate the registration of leases and sales. The 
memorandum also gives the place and time for carrying on the 
registry business, and, from an announcement elsewhere, it will 
be seen that the staff of the office has been augmented. 





THE INORDINATELY protracted sittings of Mr. Justice Hawkins 
at the recent Kent Assizes suggest very serious considerations, 
There is nothing at commen law to prevent a judge sitting all 
night if he pleases, and very late sittings have no doubt Cate 
occasionally held for the purpose of finishing im t and 
peculiar cases without adjournment. Possibly, however, it 
might be desirable to lay down some general practice by rules 
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of court such as those suggested by section 26 of the Judicature 
Act of 1873. ‘‘ Subject to rules of court,” says the Legislature 
in that section, ‘‘the High Court of Justice and the Court of 
Appeal and the judges thereof respectively, or any such commis- 
sioners as aforesaid ” [7.¢., the Commissioners of Assize ], ‘‘ shall 
have power to sit and act at any time and at any place for the tran- 
saction of any part of the businees of such courts respectively or of 
such judges or commissioners.” Read literally, the section, as we 
pointed out many years ago, clearly authorizes a midnight sitting 
in midwinter in the middle of Salisbury Plain. It also seems to 
authorize the fixing of hours of adjournment by rules of court, 
and circumstances appear to require either some interference 
with the individual discretion of a judge by rules of court or 
some better arrangement of assize business. Each case tried 
necessitates the presence in court of about twenty persons, and 
it is absolutely impossible that all of them can be in a fit state 
for business for much more than eight hours. 





On tHE 8th of December there were four causes down for 
trial before the Lord Chief Justice with special juries, the first 
two being actions by the same plaintiff for slander. At the 
sitting of the court these were immediately settled, and then 
the next case was called on. In that, although counsel were 
present, neither the plaintiff nor his solicitor had put in an 
appearance, and after some discussion it was by consent 
adjourned. Then the fourth case was called on before 10.45, 
and neither the defendant’s solicitor (subsequently said to be 
engaged searching for his counsel) nor the defendant nor the 
defendant’s counsel were in attendance. Lord RussEut took the 
opportunity of bis enforced idleness to call attention to the fact 
that occurrences like those that had taken place that morning 
were not rare in his experience at Visi Prius, and he referred to 
rule 5 of ord. 65, which imposes a personal liability upon the 
solicitor to yay costs in events contemplated by it, among such 
events being costs thrown away where upon the trial of a 
case it appears that it cannot conveniently be proceeded with 
by reason of the solicitor of one of the parties neglecting to 
attend personally or by some proper person on his behalf. It 
is not clear, however, that it would be fair to apply this rule 
where a case is unexpectedly called on in consequence of the 
collapse of the list. It is the duty of solicitors to acquaint the 
associate that a case coming into the followiog day’s list has 
been settled or is likely to be adjourned with a view to a settle- 
ment, or to furnish any other reason that will render the time 
the case is likely to occupy the court practically nil. If some 
intimation of this kind had been given on the occasion in 
question the delay complained of by Lord Russett would not 
have arisen. Theoretically all the persons concerned in the 
day’s list ought to be ready at 10,30, but this is a counsel of 
perfection which, under unforeseen circumstances, requires to be 
applied with discrimination. 





Ir 1s opvious from the reports which have been recently 
published as to the granting of certificates of exemption under the 
Vaccination Act, 1898, that in certain districts the Act has been 
so used as practically to abolish vaccination. Certificates have 
been granted by the thousand and justices have held special 
courts and sat late in the evening to get through the pressure of 
work. The fees, too, have been remitted wholesale. Whatever 
may be thought of this from the point of view of public health, 
such procedure is hardly creditable in its legal aspect. It has 
been enacted that the parent of every child born in England 
shall cause it to be vaccinated. Now it is provided that the 
prescribed penalty may be avoided by any person who satisfies 
justices that he ‘conscientiously believes that vaccination 
would be prejudicial to the health of the child.” In many 
districts undoubtedly the magistrates carefully investigate each 
such person’s application, and decide judicially whether the 
conscientious belief exists or not. In other districts, on the 
contrary, it is plain that the justices do not bring a judicial 
mind to bear on each case, that they grant every application for 
a certificate as a matter of course, and that the hearing of 
applications is a mere farce, They make it as easy as possible 








for every person who desires it to avoid vaccination, and in thesy 
districts vaccination is absolutely voluntary, and the law a dead 
letter. Wé8 very much doubt also the legality of the wholesale 
remission of the fees payable for certificates. Justices are given 
power by 14 & 15 Vict. c. 55, 8. 12, to remit fees ‘‘ for poverty or 
other reasonable cause.” It is clear that no fee should be remitted 
without a judicial inquiry into the merits of each case, and that 
it is not within the province of justices to decide that all fees of 
a certain nature shall be remitted. By the same section it ig 
provided that the reason for every such remission shall be 
entered in a book and signed by the justices authorizing the 
remission. It would be curious to see this book in the case of 
certain towns to which attention has been recently called in this 
connection. The special pressure for certificates a week ago was 
due to the expiry of the limit of four months from the passing 
of the Act within which applications had to be made as to 
children born before the passing of the Act. But the questions 
raised by the action of the justices are by no means temporary, 





WE print elsewhere a letter from an esteemed correspondent 
raising two important questions as to the assent by an executor 
which is required—save where the same result is produced bya 
conveyance—to vest real éstate in the devisee under a will. The 
questions are (1) as to the form of the assent, and (2) as to the 
stamp which it should bear. For guidance in matters affecting 
the real representative we have to refer to the law regulating 
the title to personal property bequeathed by will, and it is clear 
that, in the case of « chattel, the assent of the executor which 
will vest it in the legatee may be either express or implied, 
‘The executor may not only in express terms authorize the 
legatee to take possession of his legacy, but his concurrence may 
be inferred either from direct expressions or particular acts, and 
such constructive permission shall be equally available”: Wik 
liams on Executors, 9th ed., II., 1227. The same doctrine now 
applies to an assent to a devise of real estate, and while, on the 
one hand, it would be very unwise to trust to an implied assent, 
upon the ground of the difficulty of proving it upon a sale, yet 
on the other there is, as our correspondent points out, no 
necessity fora deed. The form prescribed for use in the Land 
Registry Office (see Land Transfer Rules, 1898, Form 46) is as 
follows, proper reference to the title being prefixed: “I, A. B, 
of, &c., as executor of the late C. D., of, &c., hereby assent to the 
devise contained in the will of the said C. D. toE. F. of the 
land comprised in the title above referred to. [Zo be signed 
by A. B., and attested)” A similar form, describing 
the land affected, can be used in ordinary cases. Wher 
there is no properly-drawn assent, but a written assent has 
be got out of a letter such as our correspondent suggests, the 
question is whether the executor has, in fact, assented to 
devisee having the property. In the case put it could hardly be 
doubted that the assent had been given (see Doe v. Zetchell,8 
B. & Ad. 675). With regard to the second question—namely, 
as to the stamp duty payable on the instrument of assem}, 
primd facie, the assent may seem to operate as a transfer 80 # 
to come within section 62 of the Stamp Act, 1891, and attrad 
a ten shilling duty ; but the correct view seems to be that the 
transfer is effected by act of law upon the giving of the assent 
We are not aware that it has ever been contended that an assemt 
requires a stamp in the case of personal estate, and it seems that 
unless by deed, it requires no stamp in case of real estate (0 
Robbins on Devolution of Real Estate, p. 118). 


Ir may reasonably be hoped that the law applicable to thal 
kind of manslaughter with which the name of the “ Peculit 
People” is chiefly associated, has now been settled by the cat 
of Reg. v. Senior, determined last Saturday by the Court i@ 
Crown Cases Reserved. In 1875 it was supposed that dg.™ 
Downes (24 W. R. 613, 1 Q. B. D. 25) had put the law on8 
firm footing, but lately doubts have crept in as to how far the 
case is now binding. That case was decided upon the 
that section 37 of 31 & 32 Vict. c. 122 declared it to be 
offence for any parent to “ wilfully neglect to provide adeqt 
food, clothing, medical aid, or lodging for his child” so as! 
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injure its health. If, therefore, a child died who would have 
lived if medical aid had been summoned, the death was caused 
by the neglect of an absolute duty imposed by statute; and if 
that neglect was intentional, the parent was guilty of man- 
slaughter, whatever his conscientious scruples might be. The 
judges, however, expressed considerable doubt as to what the 
law would be if this statutory provision had not existed. Now, 
the section in question was repealed by the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Children Act, 1889, for which is now substituted the Prevention 
of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894, This Act does not expressly pro- 
vide that a parent must supply medical aid forhis child, but it does 
provide that any person who has custody of a child is guilty of 
a misdemeanour who “wilfully assaults, ill-treats, neglects, 
abandons, or exposes” his child in a manner likely to cause 
injury to his health. It has been argued that as the enact- 
ment has been repealed which put upon a parent the express 
duty of providing medical aid for his child, Reg. v. Downes is no 
longer binding ; and that a parent who takes every care of his 
child which his conscience allows him to take, and acts as an 
affectionate parent in every other respect, cannot be said to 
wilfully ill-treat or neglect his child, merely because he 
does not call in medical aid, which he believes to be 
useless. This dangerous reasoning was apparently adopted 
recently by Hawxrns, J., in a case upon which we commented 
a few weeks ago; and it was doubtless in consequence of that 
case that Wix1s, J., reserved Reg. v. Senior. Six judges have 
now confirmed the conviction in the last-mentioned case, and 
epten the view of the law held by Wits, J. The Lord 
Chief Justice pointed out how strangely opposed it would be to 
the facts relating to the history of the legislation for the protec- 
tion of children, if the Act of 1894 were held to have taken a 
step backward and removed the obligation to provide medical 
aid. He held that wilfully means deliberately and inten- 
tionally, not accidentally or by mistake; and neglect 
means the failure to take such steps for the protection 
of infant life as the general experience of mankind has 
shewn to be proper. Here the prisoner was an affectionate 
father and did everything in his power for his child, except the 
one thing necessary under the circumstances. By failing to 
supply that one thing, he was guilty of wilful neglect and was 
rightly convicted. Apart from the cases of death, there must be 
many cases in which the children of these Peculiar People are 
caused much unnecessary pain and permanent injury through 
the strange superstition of their parents, though whether 
punishment will be of any avail is not clear. 


Tue letter from Mr. Tyssen which we 
attention to a question of considerable practical importance. 
The lessee of property remains liable to the lessor on his 
covenant for payment of rent notwithstanding any number of 
assignments of the term. He is supposed to be protected by the 
rule that, as between himself and successive assignees, he is 
only surety for payment of the rent by the assignee for the time 
being, and, as such surety, he hasa right, after paying the 
lessor, to recover in an action against the assignee, although he 
cannot rely on section 5 of the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 
1857, to pass to him the lessor’s right of distress: Re Russell 
(29 Ch. D. 254). In addition to this right given by law, the 
lessee and cach successive assignor takes an express covenant 
from his assignee for payment of the rent and performance of 
the covenant, and for indemnity. In ordinary cases the landlord 
will recover the rent by distress upon the premises and the original 
lessee is not called upon. Butif owing to insufficiency of distress 
or for other reason the landlord resorts to the lessee, the latter 
may find serious practical difficulties in the way of enforcing his 
rights over against the assignees, notwithstanding that in theory 
he appears to be so adequately protected. His immediate 
assignee from whom he has taken the express covenant may be 
bankrupt, and the assignee, for the time being, against whom 
the law gives him a remedy, may be unable to discharge his 
obligation. This was apparently the case in Ite Perkins (46 
W. R. 595; 1898, 2 Ch. 182), though it was there held 
that the lessee could take from the trustee of a bankrupt 
assignee an assignment of such assignee’s right on his 
covenant with the succeeding assignee. But in the case 
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of Bonner v. Tottenham, &c., Building Society, to which Mr. 
Tyssen refers, it was sought to take the lessee’s rights out of 
the line of direct assignments, and extend them so as to give a 
right to the lessee to recover against the sub-lessee of an 
assignee. The sub-lessee there was a mortgagee by way of 
sub-demise, and it is of course to avoid avy personal liability 
that a mortgage in such a form is taken. tt is, however, a 
hardship on the original lessee that he should remain always 
liable, while a mortgagee takes the benefit of the property 
should it have any value, and runs no personal risk should it 
have none. Mr. Tysszn proposes that the lessee, on assigning, 
should protect himself by taking a charge on the property to 
cover his covenant of indemnity; but in practice this might not 
be of much use. If the term has any value the lessor is more 
likely to forfeit it than to sue the original lessee ; and, if it has 
none, the charge is useless. In some cases the matter will be 
put right under section 55 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the 
trustee of the bankrupt assignee disclaiming, and the mortgagee 
being compelled to take a vesting order. But the result of 
Bonner v. Tottenham, §c., Building Society shews that, under 
existing practice, the lessee may find himself without remedy, 
and it would seem that he is sacrificed for the purpose of 
facilitating mortgages of the property in the hands of assignees. 





A pornt of some importance to county court suitors was 
determined in the recent case of Morton v. manuel (ante, p. 97), 
where it was held by a Divisional Court (Wi1tts and Bruce, JJ.) 
that leave to appeal against a refusal of a judge at chambers to 
grant a writ of prohibition to a county court is no longer 
required. This decision is mainly based on the authority of 
Watson v. Petts (ante,p. 27, 47 W.R. 68), where it was held 
by the Court of Appeal that such a writ is not a matter of 

ractice and procedure within section 1, sub-section 4, of the 

udicature Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 16), and that, therefore, 
where a judge at chambers has made an order either granting 
or refusing an application for such a writ the appeal from such 
order lies to the Divisional Court and not direct to the Court of 
Appeal, after leave first obtained. The ‘‘matters of practice and 
procedure ”’ in which, by the above enactment, it is directed that 
every appeal from a judge shall be to the Court of Appeal, are 
such as are connected with a cause or matter in the High Court, 
and not a matter in which a county court judge is sought to be 
prohibited from exceeding his jurisdiction in his court. 





PROFITS OF FOREIGN BUSINESS AND INCOME 
TAX, 


Tne numerous decisions as to the assessment of income tax 
upon profits earned abroad have been by no means uniform. 
In St. Louis Breweries (Limited) v. Apthorpe (reported in another 
column), the court, although relying on recognized principles, 
seems to have taken a step further in favour of the Crown than 
has been done in the earlier decisions, with the possible excep- 
tion of the recent case of Apthorpe v. Peter Schoenhofen Brewery 
Co. (79 I. T. 98). The question at issue between the Crown 
and the company in these cases—for it is usually a company, and 
not an individual, which is concerned—is whether the tax is 
payable upon the whole of the profits of the business, wherever 
earned, or upon such part only of the profits as is actually 
received in the United Kingdom. This question depends upon 
whether the circumstances are such as to bring the case within 
the first or the fifth Case of Schedule D., section 100 of the 
Income Tax Act, 1842. Income tax is imposed by section 2, 
Schedule D., of the Income Tax Act, 1853, in respect of the annual 
profits accruing to any person resident in the United Kingdom 
from any profession, trade, or employment, wherever carried on ; 
and the duties are to be levied according to the regulations of the 
Act of 1842. Section 100, Schedule D., of that Act provides 
(Case 1) that duties charged in respect of any trade are to be 
computed on the full amount of the balance of profits on a three 
years’ average; Case 5 relates to duty in respect of American, 
colonial, and foreign possessions, as to which the duty is to be 
computed on the full amount of the actual sums annually received 








in the United Kingdom on the three years’ average. It can easily 
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be imagined that to a prosperous English company, where profits 
are earned abroad, it is of the utmost moment whether income 
tax is to be assessed according to Case 1 or Case 5. It is also of 
importance to the revenue; so that it is not surprising that the 
question has been the subject of frequent litigation. 

The well-known case of Colquhoun vy. Brooks in the House of 
Lords (1889, 14 App. Cas. 493) was not the first occasion on 
which this question came before the courts, but the rule there 
laid down is perhaps the clearest exposition of the principle 
which is to be applied. That rule is that every interest in 
trade profits belonging to a 
United Kingdom (or, of course, to a company registered there: 
see section 40 of the Act of 1842) must be charged under the 
first Case if the trade is carried on wholly or partly within the 
United Kingdom ; whereas, if the trade is carried on exclusively 
abroad, the interest in the profits is chargeable under the fifth 
Case. Colquhoun vy. Brooks was the case of a sleeping partner in 
England in a business carried on exclusively in Australia; it 
was held that he was to be assessed to income tax only on the 
proportion of profits which was remitted to him in England, and 
that the proportion which was retained and invested in 
Australia was exempt. 

The most important decisions on the subject prior to 
Colquhoun v. Brooks are Cesena Sulphur Co, v. Nicholson and 
Calcutta Jute Mills Co. v. Nicholson, heard together by Ketty, 
C.B., and Hvuppiesron, B., in 1876 (1 Ex. D. 428), The 
facts of the two cases were very similar; in both there was 
a manufacturing business carried on abroad and owned by a 
company with a registered office in England. The actual 
business was managed by delegates or agents resident in the 
country where the practical operations were conducted; the 
profits were earned abroad and only such parts of them as were 
required to pay the dividends to English shareholders were re- 
mitted to this country. The company in each case was governed 
by a board of directors who met in England and had full power 
to control the general management of the company and the pro- 
ceedings of the delegates or agents abroad. The decision was 
that the companies ‘‘ resided” in England and that the main 
place of business was the office in England from which the 
operations of the company were directed; the tax was therefore 
payable on the whole of the profits wherever earned. These 
decisions are mentioned by Lord Herschell alone of the Lords 
who decided Colguhoun vy. Brooks, and certainly without ap- 
proval. He says eat the close of his judgment, “It is quite 
certain that the important considerations which have been 
pressed in argument upon this House were not present 
to the minds the learned judges who took part 
in those decisions. And they cannot therefore be regarded as 
authorities determining the question.” This language does not, 
however, seem distinctly to cast a doubt on the (vsena and the 
Calcutta cases as correct decisions upon the facts of those cases, 
facts which differed considerably from those of Colquhoun v. 


of 


Brooks ; and it will be seen that those decisions accord with the | 


later decision of the House of Lords referred to below. 
In 1891 the same question came before the courts under 
slightly different circumstances. In Zhe London Bank of Mexico 


and South America v. Apthorpe (1891, 2 Q. B. 378) the company |! 


was an English company with its head office in London; its 
business was that of bankers ; no banking accounts were kept in 
England, but ordinary banking business was conducted at 
branches abroad by managers subject to the general control of 
the directors who met at the London office, It was sought to 
avoid liability for income tax in respect of a sum of money 
earned by a Mexican branch and applied in Mexico in the 
purchase of rights and concessions there. The Court of Appeal, 
however, held (affirming Srernen and Cuantes, JJ.) that the 
bueiness was carried on in England, although partly by means 
of transactions conducted abroad, and the company were liable 
to pay income tex on the whole of their profits. The Cesena case 
was not referred to by the Court of Appeal, but it is to be 
noticed that Cuanrizs, J., in the court below, referred to the 
authority of that case as having been shaken by Colquhoun v. 
Brooks. The Imperial Continental Gas Association v. Nicholson (87 
L. T.717, 1 Tax. Cas, 138), Denver Hotel Co. v. Andrews (48 
W. R. 109, 339), Norwich Union Fire Insurance Co. v. Magee (3 
Tax. Oas. 457), and Grove v. Elliots 5° Parkinson (1b. 481) were 


person residing within the | 


decided on similar principles to those of the Cesena case. The 
circumstances differ in details, but the main fact was the same 
in all—an Euglish company with agents or managers abroad, 
the seat of power and supreme control lying in the head office in 
London. 

In 1893 the cases of Bartholomay Brewing Co. v. Wyatt and Nobel 
Dynamite Trust Co. v. Wyatt came before a Divisional Court (Cavs 
and Wricur, JJ.). In the first of these cases an English com- 
pany was formed to acquire and work certain breweries in the 
State of New York. The law of that State preventing an English 
company from owning property there, an American company 
| was formed. All the shares in it were held by the English 
| company except seven, of which each of the seven trustees or 
directors of the American company held one. The brewing was 
carried on in America under the management of the seven 
American trustees. ‘The annual accounts of the business were 
sent from America to the English directors, and dividends were 
declared by the American trustees in accordance with instruc- 
tions received from the English directors, who then declared a 
corresponding dividend. The profits required for division 
amongst English shareholders in the English company were 
remitted to England, those required for distribution in America 
were retained there. In the Nobel case the English company 
held shares in companies manufacturing dynamite in Germany 
and elsewhere; and the profits were dealt with as in the 
Bartholomay case. In both these cases the court held that only 
the profits received in England were taxable. In so holding, 
Wnricut, J., expressed the view that ‘‘a business is wholly 
carried on abroad if all the operations which earn the profit are 
done abroad, notwithstanding that the owner resident here exer- 
cises control over those operations,” and he also indicates that in 
his judgment Colquhoun v. Brooks had superseded the Cesena case, 

All doubt on this last point was set at rest by the decision of 
the House of Lordsin San Paulo (Brazilian) Railway Co. v. Carter 
(1896, A. C. 31). In that case an English company owning a 
railway in Brazil were held taxable in respect of the whole of 
their profits, and the Cesena case is mentioned by Lord Halsbury 
with approval—“ If it were a mine as in the Cesena case or a jute- 
mill, equally with a railway, the person who governs the whole 
commercial adventure . . . the person who in the strictest 
sense makes the profits by his skill or industry, however distant 
may be the field of his adventure, is the person who is trading.” 
If, then, the Cesena case is good law, can Bartholomay Brewing 
Co. v. Wyatt stand together with it? Although the Bartholomay 
case was cited before the House of Lords in San Paulo Co. v. 
Carter, itis not noticed in any of the judgments, and the two 
cases aro differentiated by the fact that in the one the 
breweries were in law the property of the American company 
although the profits went to the Eoglish company as the holder 
of practically all the shares, while in the other there was only 
one (the English) company who both owned the railway and took 
the profits. Buta clear view has been expressed by one of the 
judges who decided the Bartholomay case as to the effect upon 
| that decision of the judgment of the House of Lords in the 
San Paulo case. Wricut,J., in Apthorpe v. Peter Schoenhofen 
Brewing Co. (79 L. T. 98), remarked that the principal ground 
of decision in the Bartholomay case had been destroyed by the 
| San Paolo cas.e 
| This view has now been acted upon by Witts and Bavczs, 
| JJ.,in St. Louis Breweries v. Apthorpe, a case which bears a 
| striking resemblance to Lartholomay Brewing Co. v. Wyatt. 

Here a number of breweries in America had been acquired by 
| an American company; an English company was then formed 
with the object of acquiring the whole or part of the capital 
stock of the American company, and, by means of the ac uisi- 
tion of this interest in it, of managing its affairs and carrying 
on its business. This object was carried into effect, and the 
English company by purchase from the shareholders in the 
American company became the owners of the whole of 
the shares of the latter body except thirteen shares held by 
the thirteen American directors who managed the thirteen ~ 
breweries. No doubt, if the principle of Salomon v. Salomon 
§ Co, (1897, A. C. 22) is to be applied, the American 
company is @ distinct entity from the English company who 
hold practically all the shares in it. The American company is, 
of course, under the contro) o! the Eoglish company iu the 
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same sense that any company is under the control of a member 
or members holding a great preponderance of shares, but it has 
a separate existence and separate officers, and is governed by 
regulations to which the English company as a member is 
pound to submit until by its preponderating voting power it can 
effect an alteration, and the facts which were relied on, 
that the English company sends an auditor to examine 
the business accounts, and that it gives advice, which 
js habitually followed, as to what dividend the American 
company shall declare, do not seem to alter the legal position ; 
and the circumstance that the American company was estab- 
lished before the English company came into existence, and was 
not, as in the Bartholomay case, formed for the purposes of the 
English company, seems to make the case for the Crown weaker 
than it was in the case last mentioned. The court, however, 
has held that the business is carried on by the English company 
and that the profits are taxable according to the first 
Case in the Income Tax Act, 1842. In so holding they 
have avowedly looked at the substance of the matter and 
not at the strict legal position. If this decision and that in 
Apthorpe v. Peter Schoenhofen Brewing Co, are correct, the Bar- 
tholomay case and the Nobel case must be treated as overruled, 
and the fact that a business is carried on by a foreign company 
in a foreign country cannot be regarded as a protection in 
respect of the assessment of an English company to income tax 
in a case where the English company hold a preponderating 
share of the capital of the foreign company. 








LORD SELBORNE. 
I. 


THE second part of the Memorials of Lord Selborne,* which has just 
been published, completes the picture of a memorable lawyer and 
an influential and high-principled statesman. In 1865—the date 
when the autobiography recommences—Sir ROUNDELL PALMER was 
Attorney-General, and in 1872 he became Lord Chancellor. Thence- 
forward for the next twenty years he played a prominent part in 
public affairs, and it is with such affairs that these volumes are 
chiefly concerned. Throughout them, however, there runs a current 
of religious feeling which marks a well-known aspect of his character. 
The religious interest comes to the front in a practical manner at 
the beginning of the first volume. Blackmore had been purchased 
for the site of a country house, but the neighbourhood was ecclesi- 
astically desolate. The new owner was not satisfied until at his sole 
cost—so it would seem—a church had been erected and a new 
parish—St. Matthew’s, Blackmore—assigned to it. The result was 
to shut up the chapel which had previously ministered to the 
spiritual needs of the district, and with kindly feeling Sir RouNDELL 
PALMER purchased and planted the chapel site, and marked it with 
a stone, for which he wrote a suitable inscription. This is typical of 
the pronounced, though moderate views, which he held upon Church 
matters. In dealing with the ecclesiastical irregularities which led to 
the Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874, he deprecated on the one 
hand what he styled the disintegrating tendency of the English 
Church Union, while on the other he regretted that the passage of the 
Bill through the House of Lords had been entrusted to men at the 
opposite extreme, such as Lord Carrns and Lord SHAFTESBURY. 
He recognized fully the constitutional modes provided for the 
regulation of ecclesiastical affairs, and as a corollary to this loyal 
obedience he insisted on the maintenance of the connection of Church 
and State. His principles were put to the test when in 1868 he was 
offered the post of Lord Chancellor in Mr. GLADsTONE’s first ministry. 
GLADSTONE was then on the point of disestablishing the Irish Church, 
and PALMER’s co-operation was impossible. The office was taken by 
Lord HaTHERLEY. GLADSTONE proposed to PALMER that he should 
accept the Lord Justiceship thus vacated, and also a peerage. It 
would be easier, it was suggested, if he was in the House of Lords, 
for him to reconcile the free expression of his views on the Irish 
Church question with the attitude which he wished to maintain 
towards the new Government. But PALMER preferred, under the 
circumstances, to remain at the bar, and in the House of Commons. 
His difference with GLADSTONE was, however, confined to the Dis- 
establishment question, and, when that was out of the way, there was 
no reason why he should not serve under him. The opportunity 
occurred four years later, when Lord HATHERLEY was compelled by 
failing health to retire, and when Sir RoUNDELL PALMER had just 
finished his work at Geneva in connection with the Alabama 
Arbitration. GLApsTONE renewed his offer, and this time 


* Memorials. Part II.: Personal and Political, 1965-1805. By Rounvus. Pauuen, 
Earl of Selborne, Lord High Chancellor. Vols. I. and 11. Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 
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it was accepted, though not, as Lord SELBORNE intimates, 
with unmixed feelings. ‘‘ The office, however,” he writes, ‘“‘ came 
to me in the way of the proper vocation and business of my 
life, of which it was the natural crown and terminus. I had 
resisted all inducements to deviate from that vocation when it 
might, perhaps, have been possible to do so; now, in my sixtieth 
year, if I had desired it, it would have been too late. To be, even 
for a short time, the head of my profession, and to be enabled, even 
imperfectly, to advance those improvements in the administration of 
the law of which experience had shewn me the need was enough to 
satisfy a reasonable man’s desire. And to co-operate at length 
officially with GLADSTONE—the leader under whom, above all others, 
I had wished to serve—was a pleasure in itself so great as to over- 
power, for the time, almost all other considerations.” The beginning 
of this passage refers to the question which, in 1866, upon Lora 
RUSSELL’s retirement, Sir ROUNDELL PALMER had occasion to con- 
sider—whether, that is, he should accept the leadership of GLADSTONE 
or should attempt to take an independent political line, as himself 
leader of a central party. He decided, however, that law, and not 
politics, must be his primary vocation, and he had too much con- 
tidence in GLADSTONE to desire to enter into rivalry with him. 

The further connection of Lord SELBORNE with the Liberal Party, 
his influence in its councils, and the severance effected by the Home 
Rule proposals are too much matter of politics for it to be necessary 
to refer to them here. His first term as Chancellor ended in 1874 
and his second commenced in 1880. From a legal point of view the 
most noticeable event in the former term was the passing of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, and in the latter the opening of the new Law 
Courts in 1882, The Judicature Act Lord SELBORNE claims as the 
work of his own hands, without any assistance beyond what he 
derived from the labours of his predecessors. ‘‘If,” he says, ‘‘I 
leave any monument behind me which will bear the test of time. it 
may be this.” Lord Carrns and Chief Justice CocksurN gave him 
their ready support; Lord WESTBURY was disposed to be critical, 
but he did not live to take part in the public discussion of the 
measure. The point most in debate was the appellate jurisdiction of 
the House of Lords, and’an interesting account is given of the course 
of thecontroversy. For the time Lord SELBORNE carried his proposal, 
and the new system of judicature was to be worked without a double 
appeal, but before the system came into operation contrary counsels 
prevailed. It was practically decided in 1875 that the appellate 
jurisdiction should be preserved, and this was done by the Judicature 
Act of 1876. Lord SELBORNE’s concluding remark is as follows: 
“‘T said in 1875 that, acquiescing, as I did under protest, in what 
was then done, I was too sensible of the evils of frequent changes 
on such subjects to contemplate any new disturbance of the settle- 
ment so arrived at. To that declaration I have since adhered.” One 
consequence of the steering of the Act of 1873 through Parliament 
was that Lord SELBORNE had to undertake the duties of a judge of 
first instance. Lord RoMILLY was compelled by ill-health to retire 
from the Rolls Courtin April; but the Judicature Bill had still to be 
carried through the House of Commons, and there the assistance of 
Sir GrorGE JESSEL was deemed to be indispensable. The difficulty 
was overcome by Lord SELBORNE sitting at the Rolls and by the 
formal resignation of Lord RoMILLy being delayed till the end of 
the session. 

Lord SELBORNE, who had taken such a part in the founding of the 
new system of judicature, was naturally attentive to its details, and, 
according to a note supplied by Sir KennETH Murk MACKENZIE, his 
*‘ work on the Rule Committee (preparatory to the rules of 1883) was 
more complete and exhaustive than that of anyone else; he was 
personally responsible for every word. There was literally not one 
word which he had not weighed and considered, and he personally 
settled all the forms and the scales of costs.” The personal inter- 
vention of Lord SELBoRNE had also in 1880 been instrumental in 
bringing about the abolition of the three-fold common law division 
of the High Court. The way for this was opened by the deaths at 
the end of that year of Ketty, C.B., and Cocknury, C.J. Another 
note by Sir KENNETH states that Lord SELBORNE wrote with his own 
hand a long letter to all the judges setting forth the reasons for the 
change. He also drew with his own hands the resolution proposed at 
the council of judges, and the elaborate clauses of the Order in 
Council which carried out the change. 

The subject for the new Law Courts is introduced at the com- 
mencement of the first volume in connection with the question of the 
site. Persons not interested in court work were capuvated by the 
idea of a site on the Thames Embankment. Architecturally they 
had a strong case, but practical convenience was conclusive in favour 
of the central site in the Strand. As Attorney-General in 1865, and 
again, when out of office, in 1869, Sir RoUNDELL PALMER exerted 
his influence in favour of practical utility. He had, as might have 
been expected, thé cordial support of the solicitors. ‘‘ The attorneys 
of the Law Institution,” wrote Sir Henry Layarp, who, as First 
Commissioners of Works, tried to win the Embaukment site, ‘‘ will move 
heaven and earth against us.’”’ When the new buildings were com- 
pleted it fell to Lord SELBoRNE, as Lord Chancellor, to take, next to 
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and the day was marked by the conferment of an earldom. [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Lord SELBORNE was thus identified as well with the physical con- 
centration of the various courts in the same building as with the 
assimilation of the rules which governed their procedure. It has been 
an unfortunate incident of the new practice that it has required an 
infinite amount of litigation to expound it, but for this it will be easier 
to blame its author when a simpler system has been invented. A 
more preventable defect was the failure to provide for the due regula- 
tion of the business of the High Court, a defect which has been 
specially felt in the Queen’s Bench Division; though for this also it 
way be hoped that experience is working outa remedy. The volumes | 
ubound with sketches of Lord SELBORNE’s contemporaries, and there is 
au interesting account of his work in connection with the Ala bama | 
Arbitration, but these and other matters must be reserved for further 
notice. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
ASSIGNMENTS OF LEASEHOLDS. 
[Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—The case of Bonner v. The Tottenkam, &c., Building Socicty, | 
which is reported in your issue of the 10th of December, raises a | 
point of very great importance. Itshews that the form of conveyance | 
ordinarily employed on the assignment of a leasehold is insufficient to | 
give the assignor the protection to which he is certainly entitled. The | 
case turned on an assignment by an original lessee, but it appears that | 
any person, who has purchased leaseholds and entered into the usual 
covenant with his vendor, might find himself in the same position as 
the plaintiff in that case. The party to whom he conveys the 
leaseholds may go bankrupt, he may himself be compelled to pay the 
rent, and may find the property in the hands of a mortgagee by | 
sub-demise, who is now held to be entitled to enjoy it free from any | 
liability to make any repayment. The case may not have happened 
very often in the past; but, now that attention has been called to 
the state of the law, it may be brought about more frequently in the 
future. 

It may be well to invite your readers to devise the best plan 
for saving an assignor of leaseholds from being exposed to such a 
risk. At first sight it occurs to me that it might be expedient to 
enlarge the covenant on the part of the assignee to pay the rent 
reserved by the lease and perform the tenant’s covenants, and indemnify 
the assignor in respect thereof, by adding a clause to the effect that he 
thereby charges the property with the repayment to the covenantee of 
any damage which the covenantee may sustain by reason of the non- 
payment of any of the rent or any breach of any of the covenants. 
All subsequent holders of the property would then have notice of this | 
charge, and if they failed to repay any sum exacted from a predecessor 
in title, he would be able to take proceedings to raise it out of the 
property. | 

It might possibly be necessary also to insert a clause in every | 
agreement to sell a leasehold stipulating that the conveyance should 
contain @ provision to this effect. A. D, TYssEn. 

40, Chancery-lane. 

[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S.J.] 
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| or agree to your having the house, why, of course I do. 


Sir,—Weeall know by this time that by virtue of section 1, suh 
section 1, of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, real estate vested in ap 
person at his or her death without a right in any other person to take 
by survivorship, notwithstanding any testamentary dispositiog, 
devolves on and becomes vested in the personal representative as if it 
were a chattel real. 

Section 2, sub-section 1, enacts that the personal representatiyg 
shall hold the real estate as trustee for the persons by law bene. 
ficially entitled thereto, and those persons shall have the same right of 
requiring a transfer of real estate as persons beneficially entitled to 
personal estate have of requiring a transfer of such personal estate. 

Section 3, sub-section 1, enacts that the personal representative 
may ‘‘ assent” to any devise contained in the will, or may ‘ convey” 


| the land to any person entitled thereto, &c., and sub-section 2 enacts 


that after a year from the death, if the personal representative hag 


| failed to ‘‘ convey” (not ‘‘ assent”? to the devise of) the land, the 


court inay order (query, at whose cost ?) that the conveyance be made, 

Now, an assent may be verbal, or in writing (more or less formal), 
or by deed under hand and seal. No lawyer, in dealing with such 
property, would advise dependence on a verbal assent if he could 
possibly help it. If the assent or conveyance be given or made by 
deed under hand and seal for no consideration, it would doubtlegs 
require to be on a 10s. stamp, as being a deed not otherwise charged 
under the Stamp Acts. 

But how as to an assent by writing under hand only? Would 
such a letter as under be sufficient to vest or transfer the legal 
estate in the devisee? Suppose a testator seised of two freehold 
houses and considerable personal estate leaves a house to each of his 
two sons and his personal estate to his daughters, and appoints one 
of his sons, William, sole executor. Thomas, the other son and 
devisee, writes to his brother William for his assent, and William 
replies, more or less, as follows: ‘‘ Dear Tom,—You say that your 
lawyer advises you to get my assent to father’s gift of your house 
to you, I don’t quite understand him, but if you want me to assent 
Father left 
one of his two houses to you, and one to me, and his money to the 
girls, which money amounted to ten times more than the little he 
owed at bis death. Keep the house, and be happy in it, &., &, 
—Your affectionate brother, William.”’ 

Now, the question is whether such a gossipy letter is effectual to 
pass or transfer the legal estate in real property, and, if so, whether 
it, or any more formal written document (other than a deed), is such 
an iustrument as under the Stamp Acts requires a ten-shilling stamp 
to enable it to be given in evidence. Or course, where there is no 
will, no assent can be given, but a formal conveyance is necessary. 

Section 62 of the Stamp Act, 1891, enacts that ‘‘ every instru- 
whereby any property on any occasion, except s 


be charged with duty as a conveyance or transfer of property,” and 
the interpretation section (122) defines the expression ‘‘ instrument” 
to include ‘‘every written document.” . 

If a written document of assent, however informally expressed, 
is given by a personal representative (which includes an executor) 
in order to divest himself of real estate, it must, we submit, be for the 
purpose of transferring ur vesting such real estate in the devisee, and 
is au ‘‘instrument” liable to a ten-shilling stamp duty. 

The case of He Culverhouse, Cook v. Culverhouse (1896, 2 Ch. 251) 
rather helps our view, for counsel in arguing the case expressly says 
‘‘all we want is the assent of the executors to the several bequests, 
and that assent is sufficient to pass the legal title without any con 
veyance,”’ but the case fights shy of the question whether, if the 
assent is given in writing, it requires to be stamped. 

Tke point raised seems to us to be a very practical one, and must be 
of daily occurrence, and we should much like to know what you 
think of it. J.M. &8. 

Bristol, Dec. 13. 

[See under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J. ] 








At a Congregation held at the Senate House at Cambridge, on the 8 
inst., says the Daily News, the degree of Doctor of Law (honoris causa) wal 
conferred upon Mr. Justice Gorell Barnes, whois an honorary Fellow 
Peterhouse. In presenting him for the complete degree the public oratoy, 
Dr. Sandys, referred to the fact that by a recent statute members of th 
Supreme Court of Judicature were added to the list of those who, on tht 
customary payment of double fees to the University chest, might ® 
admitted to complete degrees honoris causa without fulfilment of the usudl 
conditions. It was a pleasure to see one of Her Majesty’s judges availing 
himself of a privilege which was not only honourable to himself but wa 
also advantageous to the university. As a member of the most anciei 
college in Cambridge, the future judge had in the 20th year of his ag 
taken honours in mathematics, and at the age of forty-four had bea 
deservedly raised to the bench as judge in the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division of the High Court of Justice. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
LAND REGISTRY. 
LAND TRANSFER ACTS, 1875 AND 1897, 
Memorandum as to Compulsory Registration in the County of London. 


1. By the combined effect of Orders in Council dated the 18th of 
July and the 20th of October, 1898, made in pursuance of the 20th 
Section of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, it is declared that registration 
of title to land is to be compulsory on sale as follows :— 

In the Parishes of Hampstead, St. Pancras, St. Marylebone, and 
St. George’s Hanover-square, on the Ist of January, 1899: 

In the Parishes of Shoreditch, Bethnal Green, Mile End Old Town, 
Wapping, St. George’s-in-the-East, Shadwell, Ratcliff, Limehouse, 
Bow, Bromley, and Poplar, on the 1st of March, 1899: 

In the remainder of the County at various dates, the first of which 
is the 1st of October, 1899. 

In order to enable all persons to ascertain with certainty the limits 
of the area of compulsory registration, maps (on a scale of six inches 
to the mile) of the parishes contained in the first two groups above- 
mentioned have been prepared and placed in the Registry. These 
shew the parish boundaries, and can be inspected (free) by any 

rson. 

2, The effect of the Order is to render registration compulsory on 
all ordinary [for exemptions, see section 24 of the Act of 1897] sales 
of freeholds, and on all sales of leaseholds having 40 or more years 
still to run, or two or more lives still to fall in, and on grants of 
leases or underleases for like periods. A lease and a reversionary 
lease will be deemed in most cases (see rule 56) to creata one continu- 
ous term. Registration does not apply to a lease created for 
mortgage purposes, or containing an absolute prohibition against 
alienation. See, as to Freeholds, section 20 of the Act of 1897, and 
as to Leaseholds, section 11 of the Act of 1875 as amended by 
schedule 1 of the Act of 1897, section 22 (6) (g) of the Act of 1897, 
and rules 56, and 58 to 60. 

8. The mode of registration thus made compulsory is registration 
with a ‘‘ possessory title,” which is effected on primd facie evidence 
only, and does not involve any official investigation. The prima facie 
evidence required (see more fully, rules 17 to 24, and 43, 44) fora 
possessory title is either— 

(i.) Aconveyance orassignment on sale, or a lease, to the applicant, or 

(ii.) A statutory declaration by the applicant or his solicitor to the 
effect that the former is entitled, accompanied by the latest document 
of title in the applicant’s possession. 

It may be assumed that the first of these alternatives will be the 
adopted in cases of compulsory registration. 

4, The ordnance map being the basis of all descriptions of land in 
the register [rule 209], the application myst also contain, or be 
accompanied by, sufficient information to enable the land to be fully 
identified on that map. This may either be in the deed itself, or by 
an accompanying plan or by the applicant (or his solicitor) personally 
pointing out the land on the ordnance sheet kept at the Land 
Registry Office. 

The ordnance maps of the above-mentioned parishes, on the scale 
of five feet to the mile, have been specially revised by the Land 
legistry surveyors, and the Department can furnish, without delay, 
to avy person requiring it, a revised plan of any part of those parishes 
at the cost of the ordnance sheet (23. 6d.) and the draughtsman’s 
labour in filling in the alterations. 

It is suggested that in preparing purchase deeds and leases for 
compulsory registration, the ‘‘ parcels”’ in the deed should refer to 
an endorsed or annexed plan consisting of the revised ordnance map 
or a copy of it. The map department of the Land Registry will afford 
all information and assistance that may be required for this purpose. 

It will also save time in the completion of the registration if the 
person preparing the conveyance or assignment or lease will give 
instructions beforehand tothe Land Registry (if possible by leaving 
the contract) to prepare a plan for filing, and a tracing for the land 
certificate. The cost of this plan and tracing is included in the ad 
valorem fee, payable on registration, which is 1s. 6d. for every £25 in 
value up to £3 for £1,000, and thence, at gradually diminishing rates, 
stated in the Fee Order of 27th October, 1898, to a maximum of £25 
for £32,000 and upwards. 

5. The registration of a purchaser as proprietor of the land under 
the Land Transfer Acts renders it unnecessary to register a memorial 
of the purchase deed in the Middlesex Registry (see the Land Registry 
(Middlesex Deeds) Act, 1891, Schedule I., paragraph 14). Priority 
dates from the delivery at the Land Registry of the application for 
registration. (Rules 19 and 24.) 

6. It is suggested that in cases of compulsory registration on sale, 
or on the grant of a lease, the most convenient course will generally 
be to bring to the Land Registry merely the purchase deed or lease, 
and such further particulars (if any) by plan or otherwise, as may be 
necessary to enable the land to be identified cn the ordnance may. 
The formal application for registration, and the entries for the 





register, will then be drawn up by one of the assistant registrars 
in the presence of the applicant or his solicitor, who will thereupon 
(if satisfied) sign and approve the same. Where this course is adopted 
it is anticipated that the land certificate will usually be issued in the 
course of two or three days. 

If the purchase deed or lease is not intended to be permanently 
deposited in the Registry, a copy, written on stout foolscap papér 
(both sides), including a tracing or other copy of the plan (if any) 
thereon, must be furnished also. , 

7. Where an estate is being laid out for building, according to a 
settled plan, special arrangements can be made to facilitate the 
registration of leases and sales. As to these, inquiry should be made 
at the Registry. 

8. Where an absolute title is required it will usually be best to 
complete the possessory registration provisionally, but to postpone 
the issue of the land certificate until the absolute title has been 
granted, The fee for possessory title will be payable at once, and the 
amount will be allowed for when the absolute title is completed. 

9. Further information will be furnished on inquiry in regard to 
any particular case. 

10. The business of registration for the County of London will be 
carried on in a large room on the ground floor of No. 6, Portugal- 
street, Lincoln’s-inn, which can also be approached through No. 34, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. From the commencement ‘of compulsory 
registration the office will be open to the public from 10 to 4 
throughout the year, except on Saturdays, when it will close at 
2, and on Sundays, Good Friday, Easter Eve, Monday and Tuesday 
in Easter week, Monday in Whitsun week, Christmas Day, and the 
next following working day, when it will be closed altogether. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
NEW YORK BREWERIES CO. (LIM.) v. ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 8th Dec. 


Intanp Revenve—Pronate Dutry—Testator Resipent anp DomiciLep 
AproaD—TAakinc PossEssion AND ADMINISTERING THE Estare—ExrcutTor 
pe son Tort—55 Gro. 3, c. 84, s. 37—Customs anp INLAND Revenue 
Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vier. c. 12), s. 40. 

Appeal from an order of the Court of Appeal (A. L. Smith, Rigby, and 
Collins, L JJ.), reported 46 W. R. 193; 1898, 1 Q. B. 205. The appel- 
lants were an English company limited by shares incorporated under 
the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1886, having their registered office in 
London, where the share and debenture registers were kept. The 
company’s business of brewers was, however, carried on in America. 
Henry Clausen, who died in 1893, was a duly registered share and 
debenture-holder in the company at the time of his death; he was 
an American citizen, resident and domiciled in the State of New 
York, and left a will whereby he appointed two persons, both of 
New York, his executors, to whom letters testamentary of his estate 
were granted by the court in New York. The American executors 
requested the appellant company in England to pay to them theinterest and 
dividends due, and also to transfer into their names the shares and 
debentures standing in the name of the deceased. The executors, to the 
knowledge of the appellant company, had not obtained and did not intend 
to obtain probate of the will in this country. The appellant company, 
however, paid over to the foreign executors the interest and dividends due, 
and also transferred into their names in the registers in this country one 
preference and one ordinary share and one debenture. It was held by the 
Divisional Court that the appellant company had not taken possession and 
administered the deceased’s estate so a3 to constitute itself executor d+ son 
tort and render itself liable under the 37 Geo. 3, c. 184. ‘The Court of 
Appeal, however, reversing this judgment, held that the appellant com- 
pany had intermeddled with the estate and rendered itself liable to the 
payment of probate duty. 

Tue Hovse (Earl of Hatspury, Lords Watson, Davey, and Lvptow) 
affirmed this decision. 

Earl of Hatssury, L.C., said that a good deal of stress appeared to have 
been laid upon the peculiar nature of the property in respect of which there 
was here an act of administration. But the question must be treated as 
if no such peculiarity existed. The property belonged to a person who 
was now dead, and that property could only be taken possession of or 
administered by persons qualified by law to deal with it. Those were 
executors or administrators, and in dealing with English finance it was 
needless to say that only English executors or administrators were meant. 
Now undoubtedly in this case persons having the control of the property 
did here an act whereby a title to the property of the deceased man 
became vested in eomebody else who was neither executor nor administrator 
within the meaning of the taxing statute. The result was that primd facie 
the company became executors de son tort. If the property hed been 
something capable of being physically handled from one to another the 
question could hardly have arisen at all. But there were many articles of 
property in the ordinary sense of the word of which the transfer was made, 
not by physical delivery, but by documents and instruments of title 
recognized by the law with respect to incorporeal rights. This Amercan 
gentleman was entitled to an aliquot share in the profits of the company, and 
by the constitution of the company the only person who was to be recognized 
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as having a title to the interest of a deceased member was an English executor 
or English administrator. On Mr. Clausen’s death the company was in 
posession of his share of the profits, and they were bound to see that they 
did not transfer such profits to a person not entitled to receive them. That 
was the company’s duty on their coming into possession of something 
which was available as a-sets in this country. Instead, however, of so 
d.ing they purported ro create a title in a person who had no authority to 
receive on behalf of the dead person, even according to the constitution of 
the company itself. It had been decided in the case which he had himself 
quoted to Mr. Asquith, and also in that House, that in an action of trover if 
a man improperly endorsed a document of title to goods, although it was 
done quite innocently, with the result of enabling a person to obtain 
property belonging to another, he would be liable. What was done 
intentionally in the present case might in another be done innocently and 
ignorantly 3ut it was not necessary for their lordships to decide on so 
extr: me a case, because ic was manifest that the company had acted with 
their eyes open, and had taken the proper course to have the question 
tried. He had felt great difficulty in understanding what was 
said by the Court of the Queen’s Bench. Wills, J., said that it 
appeared to him that the defendants bad not really intermeddled 
with the administration of this estate, and had only done what the common 
law of England gave them the right to do—viz., to pay an executor without 
asking for proof of his title. In what way could a person otherwise meddle 
witn an estate? The nature of the property did not admit of a manual or 
physical handling, but the company had done all they could to enable 
somebody else to deal with the property. Then Grantham, J., said: 
“This company are not administering :he estates in any way; they are not 
the per-.1s who ought to administ-r the estate; they are not t!e person- 
who ou ht 'o take out probate.”” T e scheme of the Act was very 
pla n md: ed ; and ‘he words ** person taking posses-1ou of aud administermg 
t eest t ’’ were clear w ris, and méant that n> person was entitled to 
deal with an estate unless he was by law authorized to do so. The mere 
endor-ement of a delivery order had been held at common law to be 
conversion ; and the moment the company purported to transfer this share 
or debenture which belonged to Mr. Clausen they were taking possession 
of and administering his estate, and thereby making themselves liable to 
the duty and the statutory penalties. 

The other noble lords concurring, the appeal was accordingly dismissed. 
—Counset, Moulton, Q.C., Asquith, Q.C., Bremner, and Gore-Browne ; Sir 
R. E. Webster, A.G., Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., and Vaughan Hawkins. 
Souicrrors, Burn § Berridge ; Solicitor of Inland Revenue, 

Reported by C. H. Grartoy, Barrister-at-Law 


Court of Appeal. 
CUMMINS +. PERKINS, No. 2. 30th Nov. 


Costs—JupcmMent—Marrizepn Woman—‘‘ Equitap.i 
CEIVER—SHARE UNDER WILL. 


EXEcuTION ’’—ReE- 


Appeal of the plaintiff from a decision of Kekewich, J., (reported ante p. 
12). In 1897 Elizabeth Cummins, a married woman, suing in respect of 
her separate estate, had brought an action against her former solicitors for 
damages by reason of a sale alleged to have been made by them at an 
undervalue of her reversionary share under the will of ber sister Sarah Ann 
Eliis, deceased. The action came on for trial on the 22nd of July, 1898, 
and by the judgment it was ordered that two bills of costs delivered by the 
defendants to the plaintiff should be taxed, and that the amount to be 
certified as due on the taxation should, subject to the defendants’ right of 
set-off in respect of their taxed costs of the action, be paid within twenty- 
one days after service of the present order and the taxing-master’s 
certificate in pursuance thereof by the party from whom to the party to 
whom the same should be certified to be due, unless the court should, 
upon special circumstances to be certified by the taxing-master, otherwise 
order upon application to be made within one week after the date of the 
eertificate by the party liable to pay such amount; then it was ordered that 
the action should be dismissed and that the plaintiff should pay the 
defendants their taxed costs of the action, such costs to be payable out of 
the plaintiff’s separate estate, but not otherwise. The only property which 
the plaintiff possessed consisted of her said share in her sister’s estate. 
The share had recently fallen into possession. The judgment had been 
passed and entered but owing to delay the taxations had not been 
completed nor the taxing-master’s certificate issued, and the defendants 
moved to obtain a receiver of the plaintiff’s said share, on the ground 
that the trustees of the will were about to distribute the estate, 
and that unless a receiver were appointed the defendants would lose the 
bevefit of the judgment. Kekewich, J., appointed a receiver without 
salary of the pluintiff’s share in her sister’s estate to the extent of £270, 
the amount of tie defendants’ bill. The plaintiff appesled. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Currry, L.J.) dixmissed the appeal. 

Linpiry, M.R.—It seems to me that the order which has b:en made 
is founded on p riecily sound principles. The order is mde on a married 
Ww: man to pay costs our of her reparate estate. The learned judge was of 
opinion that this fund was in danger, and if she got it the creditor 
would not pet his costs; therefore he appointed a receiver, having ample 
jurisdiction to do so. It was said that that was wrong, being equitable 
execution, and there was some discussion on that footing; but we must 
bear in mind that we are dealing with equitable estates. The authorities 
show plainly enough that if there is a right to payment out of a particular 
fund, there is also a right to get protection of thatfund. That is settled 
by a long series of decisions. That is the sound principle on which 
Kekewich, J., has acted, and it is quite right. That does not revolu- 
tionize the law, but it enables the court to appoint areceiver, The appeal 





fails, and must be dismissed with costs. The costs will come out of the 
fund in court. 

Cuitry, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. A receiver is appointed for 
the protection of the fund. The case falls within the principle of Kearns 
v. Leaf, 1 H. & M. 681, which was a case of contract. It gives a right to 
have the funds protected, but does not create a charge. Kekewich, J.’s, 
order was properly made and must be upheld. Appeal di:missed.— 
CounseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Peterson ; Warrington, Q.C., and Waggett, 
Soxicrtors, A. W. Mills ; Chester § Co. 

[Reported by W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister.at-Law. } 


ELLAM v. H. F. MARTYN & CO. No, 2. 7th, 8th, and 12th Dec. 


PatrENtT—INFRINGEMENT—INJUNCTION—THREAT 0} 
Breacu. 


Appeal of the defendants from an order of Romer, J. By an order of 
the court made on the 22nd of July last the defendants were by 
injunction restrained perpetually from publishing either verbally or by 
circular, letter, notice, or otherwise any statements to the effect that an 
injunction had been granted against the plaintiffs restraining them from 
infringing letters patent granted to one Herbert John Allison and also 
from threatening the plaintiffs or any of the plaintiffs’ customers with any 
legal proceedings or liability in respect of the manufacture, sale, or 
purchase of the duplicating machine known or described by the defendants as 
the *‘Genuine Edison Mimeograph.’’ Since the order was made, the defend. 
ant Thomas H. D. Cooke, trading as H. F. Martyn & Co., had circulated 
amongst the plaintiffs’ customers a printed pamphlet of which the plain- 
tiff complained. The circular was headed ‘The Genuine Edison 
Mimeograph,”’ and on the outside of it was printed ‘‘ H. F. Martyn & Oo., 
special agents for the A. B. Dick Co., exclusive makers for the world 
under the authority of Mr. T. A. Edison.’’ On the back of it was printed 
a notice as follows: ‘‘ From the office of the A. B. Dick Co., Chicago, 
June 24, 1896. To whom it may concern. Public notice is hereby given 
that we are the exclusive makers for the world of the Edison mimeograph, 
and all supplies for same, under our authority so to do through the 
inventor, Mr. Thomas A. Edison. We further declare it to be our 
intention to prosecute all infringers of our patents. So-called Edison 
mimeographs and supplies made by other parties we stamp as fraudulent 
imitations of goods made by us, and such imitation stuff is not made with 
any authority either through us or through Mr. Edison.’”’ (Signed) 
‘* A, B. Dick Co.”” Romer, J., on motion for a committal to prison of the 
defendant for contempt of court, held that the circulation of the pamphlet 
was a breach of the injuncticn ; the learned judge refused to commit the 
defendant to prison, but ordered him to pay the plaintiffs’ costs of the 
motion. The defendant appealed. 

The Covrr (Linptey, M.R., and Vavenan Wiiuams, L.J., dissentiente 
Curry, L.J.) allowed the appeal. 

Dec. 12.—Linpitry, M.R.—Romer, J., has come to the conclusion that 
the defendant, in circulating this pamphlet, has been guilty of a contempt 
of court in infringing the injunction. I am unable to agree with the 
learned judge. To threaten is one thing; to circulate threats by some- 
one else is another and different thing. Priméd facie, at all events, this 
statement is true. Evidence may be adduced to prove that the circula- 
tion of threats by someone else is only a cloak to conceal threats really 
made by the person who circulates them. But there is no evidence in this 
case to shew that the statement made by the defendant is untrue. He says 
in his affidavit that the pamphlet complained of was prepared by Dick & 
Co. in America, and was sent by them to him as their agent to circulate. 
He further says that the pamphlet was not one of the documents complained 
of on the motion for aninjunction. Dick & Co. were not parties to that 
action, nor are they parties to the application to commit the defendant. 
The court will not for a moment tolerate a breach of an injunction, but 
will always enforce observance of its orders, and will not allow itself to be 
tricked or trifled with. But this very circumstance renders it incumbent 
on the court not to strain the language of an injunction, even to meet a 
case which would have been prohibited if foreseen. To imprison a man is 
a very serious matter, and although the defendant has not been im- 
prisoned, still the order made against him (i.¢c., that he pay the costs of the 
application to commit him) is only justifiable on the ground that he has dis- 
obeyed theinjunction of the court, for which disobedience he might properly 
have been imprisoned if the judge had thought proper to make an order 
for his committal. I cannot bring myself to say that the injunction is so 
clearly worded as to extend to circulating the threats contained in the 
pamphlet. Dick & Co. are not myths: they are real traders ; the defendant 
is their agent ; the threats circulated are their threats, not his. He does not 
threaten ; they threaten, and make their threats known by him. That he 
might be restrained from circulating their threats is very likely, and I will 
assume that he could. I have, moveover, no doubt that these threats, 
which are sent to the plaintiffs’ customers, are a serious injury to the 
plain iffs. But, for all that, in my opinion, the injunction as worded does 
not so plainly prohibit what the defendant has done as to justify me in 
holding judicially that the defendant has been guilty of a breach of the 
injunction. The order appealed from ought to be discharged, but with- 
out costs, for the defendant has unquestionably done that which was 
eminently calculated to lead to an application for his committal, and that 
which Romer, J., and one of my brothers think is a breach of the injune- 
tion. Under these circumstances, although the defendant succeeds, he 
cannot reasonably complain of the application made against him, and no 
injustice is done in not giving him any costs. 

Cutty, L.J.—I differ with regret. Romer, J., by ordering the defen- 
dant to pay the costs has admitted that he has been guilty of a breach of 
the order for which he could have been sent to prison. In the exercise 
of his discretion he has allowed him to pay the costs only, and has not 
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sent him to prison. Legal proceedings have been threatened, and in the 
opinion of Romer, J., the injunction was not restricted to legal pro- 
ceedings by the defendant only. On reading the order I see no ambiguity 
on the face of it, and it refers to no other document. Romer, J., has said 
that the injunction is general in its terms, and I agree that it is not 
restricted to threats made by the defendant himself. The gist of the 
injunction is for the purpose of protecting the plaintiffs’ customers; in 
wy opinion the document issued is a breach of the injunction ; it is a threat 
that another person will take proceedings—viz., Dick & Co. What has 
been done is the mischief aimed at. Ido not goon any question of the 
construction of the injunction so as to make it wider. The result is that 
in my opinion there has beena plain order and a plain breach of the 
order. 
Vavcuan Wiuuiams, L.J.—I agree with the Master of the Rolls. Ap- 
peal allowed.—Covnset, Moulton, Q.C., and J. C. Graham ; T. Terrell, Q.C., 
and 4. J. Walter. Soxtcrrons, Ingle, Holmes, § Sons; Pritchard, Englefield, 
Co. 
‘ [Reported by W. Suaticnoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WALLER. WHITE v. SCOLES, Kekewich, J. 2nd Dec. 


Witt — Misnomer — Descriprion —Construction — LATENT AMBIGUITY— 
Extrinsic Eyripence—ADMISssIBILITY OF ForMER WILLs. 


Originating summons taken out by the two surviving executors and 
trustees of the will of C. H. Waller, deceased, dated the 6th of July, 1896, 
whereby the testator bequeathed legacies out of the residue of his estate in 
the following terms—viz., ‘‘To such of the daughters of my late friend 
Ignatius Scoles, deceased, as shall be living and unmarried at my decease 
legacies of one hundred pounds each ’’; the residue was then to be divided 
equally between the following four charities, the British Home for 
Incurables, the Orphan Hospital, Edinburgh, the National Lifeboat 
Institution, and the London Female Preventive and Reformatory Institu- 
tion, of which the first-named was made one of the defendants, the other 
three consenting to be bound by any order made. The direction 
of the court was required because there were no legatees answering 
to the description given in the will; one Ignatius Scoles, a friend of the 
testator, survived him, and for thirty years prior to his own death was a 
priest in the Roman Church, and was never married ; but he had seven 
sisters, also the children of Joseph John Scoles, an architect, who died in 
1863 ; five of these sisters were unmarried at the death of the testator, and 
were made defendants to the summons. They claimed to be entitled to 
the several legacies of £100 under the will, and contended that the obvious 
mistake of the testator ought to be rectified by the court in the light of 
evidence adduced. This evidence was extrinsic, and consisted principally 
of a series of three earlier wills, dated respectively the 20th of March, 
1893, the 13th of November, 1894, and the Ist of January, 1896. By the 
first of these the testator had bequeathed ‘‘for the six daughters of the 
late Mr. Scoles, architect, who formerly resided at Crofton Lodge, Ham- 
mersmith—namely, Mrs. Annie James, and the Misses Lilian, Caroline, 
Emily, Catherine, and Octavia Scoles, the sum of £1,000 in equal shares’”’ ; 
by the second ‘‘ to such of the daughters of my late friend Ignatius Scoles, 
deceased, as shall survive me a legacy of £100 each’’; the third 
will contained the same words as the second. The five female defendants 
wished to rely on these earlier wills to shew that the testator had merely 
made a mistake in name, and had not meant ‘‘ Ignatius”’ at all. Where 
there was such a lateut ambiguity this extrinsic evidence was applicable : 
Camoys v. Blundell (1 H. L. Cas. 778), Reynolds v. Whelan (16 L. J. Ch. 434), 
Re Feltham’s Trust (1K. & J. 528), Doe d. Hiscocks v. Hiscocks (5 M. & 
Wel. 363), and Blundell v. Gladstone (11 Sim. 467, 1 Phil. 282) ; Jarman, 
5th ed., vol. 1, p. 412. It was contended on behalf of the charities, the 
residuary legatees, that such outside matter ought not to be imported 
unless merely to shew the testator’s knowledge of eturrounding circum- 
stances; they could not be made evidence of testamentary intention 
where the testator had it in his mind to revoke them: Re Gregory's Settle- 
ment (6 N. R. 282), Drakev. Drake (8 H. L. Cas. 172). 

Kexkewicu, J., said that the question was whether you are not entitled, 
and if so, whether you are bound, to look in such a case at the immediately 
preceding will. It wasimpossible to exclude a former will on general prin- 
ciples; one was entitled to cit in the testator’s chair, to have before one what 
he had before him, to see with his eyes, to hear with his ears, and to see 
with his mind’s eye. While rigidly excluding it as proof of his 
intention, it was impossible to approach the construction of a will 
which required some evidence without looking at the will displaced 
thereby: Drake v. Drake (8 H. L. C. 172). [His lordship also referred to 
the case of Doe v. Huthwaite (3 Barn. & Ald. 632).] But here the difficulty 
arose that there were several former wills; how restrict oneself to the 
last? In Camoys v. Blundell (1 H. L. Cas., at p. 782) two former wills were 
received in evidence as exhibits on the re-hearing of the case; and there 
the Lord Chancellor had said ‘‘ there has scarcely ever been a case which 
h«s undergone such a careful examination as this.’’ His lordship held 
that on the high authority of Cottenham, L.C., confirming the view of 
Wood, V.C., he must admit the evidence. As to the facts of the case, 
they were sufficiently clear for bim to say that it was quite possible that a 
mistake was made. But without reference to the former wills there was 
no authority on which he could say that ‘‘ daughters of Ignatius ’’ meant 
“sisters of Ignatius” or ‘‘ daughters of Joseph,’’ for that would be too 
gteat a departure from the language of the testator. Turning to the 
former wills, it was made plain that the case was distinguishable from 
Doe v. Huthwaite, for here was a mistake continmed through several wills, 


sought, if indeed it could be so found. His lordship did not think that, 
although he had admitted the wills, he could rely with any satisfaction on 
a will which had been revoked again and again, and for all practical 
urposes was out of his mind. Declared, that the legacies should fall 
mto the residue, costs out of residue.—Covunse., G@. W. Brabant; P. F. &. 
Stokes; D. Stewart Smith. Sourtscrrors, Caprons, Hitchins, Brabant ¢§ 

Hitchins ; A. C. Scoles ; Devonshire § Co. 
[Reported by W. H. Draren, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re F. W. JARVIS & CO. (LIM.). Romer, J. 2nd Dec. 


Company—Comrantes Acts, 1867 anv 1898—Venpor To Company SIGNATORY 
to Memoranpvum ror 6,500 SHares —Conrract ror Sate ror 6,500 Par. 
ur Snares Supsequentty Firep—Suares not EarMarkep. 


Motion. This was an application under section 1 of the Companies Act, 
1898. F. W. Jarvis arranged to sell bis business of maltster and corn 
merchant to a company to be registered under the above name. The 
consideration for the sale was to be the allotment to him of 6,500 fully 
paid-up £1 shares. On the forming of the company Jarvis signed the 
memorandum of association for this amount of shares. Subsequently a 
contract in writing was entered into between Jarvis of the one part 
and the company of the other part, whereby he agreed to sell his 
business and premises, trade-marks, plant, and fixtures to the company 
for £6,500, payable by the allotment to the vendor of 6,500 fully paid- 
up shares in the company. This contract was duly filed with the 
Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies and the 6,500 shares duly allotted 
to the vendor, and no others were ever applied for by or allotted to him. 
It was the intention of all parties, and the evidence shewed that all parties 
interested considered that the 6,500 shares for which Jarvis signed the 
memorandum were the same as those to be issued to him under the 
contract, and that he never intended to make himself liable save for those 
to be so issued under the terms of that contract. Doubts having arisen 
as to whether he was not liable for those for which he had signed the 
memorandum, the present application was made on his behalf for an order 
that a fresh contract might be filed to cure this doubt, or, in the alternative, 
that a memorandum might be filed specifying that the 6,500 shares for 
which he signed the memorandum of association were these 6,500 shares 
issuable to him under the filed contract. 

Romer, J., said that he felt that the case was one of hardship, and that 
he wished he could grant the relief applied for, but he did not see that 
the Legislature allowed him to do so. There was a proper and sufficient 
contract filed which satisfied the ——— of section 25 of the Companies 
Act, 1867. The object of the application was not to get rid of any liability 
on the shares referred to in that contract, but to obtain the decision of the 
court as to whether or not the vendor, Mr. Jarvis, was not under some 
liability in respect of shares by reason of having signed the memorandum 
of association for the same number of 6,500 shares. In his lordship’s 
opinion it was never contemplated by the Legislature that the Act of 1898 
should be used for the purpose of indirectly trying to obtain from the 
court a decision on such a question and he did not think he could accede to 
the application. His lordship further pointed out that, even if he was able 
to consider the application on its merits on the ground that the contract 
filed was not a sufficient contract within section 25 of the Act of 1867, he 
could not see his way to grant the relief sought because the contract to 
take 6,500 shares entered into by Mr. Jarvis by signing the memorandum 
of association was not and could not be affected by the subsequent contract 
entered into between Mr. Jarvis and the company which was duly filedin 
accordance with section 25, and the contract under the memorandum 
remained as a contract to pay for the 6,500 shares in cash. For these 
reasons he refused the motion. —Covunser, Howard Wright; Cassel, 
Soricrtors, Freshfields § Williams. — 

‘Reported by Ratean B. Puttirorts, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CLIFFORD v. HOLT. Kekewich, J. 8th Dec. 


Ancient Licgur—“ Buitprnc ’—Greennovuse—Tue Prescription Act, 
1832 (2&3 Wut. 4, c. 71), s. 3. 


This was an action by the plaintiff, the lessee of No. 2, Grove End-road, 
St. John’s Wood, for an injunction to restrain the defendants, Messrs. Holt 
& Sons, builders, and the trustees of the Marylebone Cricket Club, from 
obstructing the plaintiff’s ancient lights, and particularly the light to his 
greenhouse, by the new tennis court which was now being erected partly 
on Lord’s Cricket Ground and partly on the garden of the adjoining house, 
No. 3, Grove End-road. Over this garden the plaintiff had previously 
enjoyed plenty of light for his garden, greenhouse, and premises, 
and it was admitted that the lights of the greenhouse were ancient lights, 
It was contended on behalf of the defendants that a greenhouse was not 
within the meaning of section 3 of the Prescription Act, 1832. 

Kexewicn, J., in giving judgment, said: The first question which I 
have to decide is whether this greenhouse is a “ building”’ within the 
meaning of section 3 of the Prescription Act, 1832. The words in the 
section are “any dwelling-house, workshop, or other building.’”’” The 
question, What was meant by “ other building,” was raised in the case of 
Harris v. De Pinna (33 Ch. D. 238) and also in cases under the Lands Clauses 

Act. The Act, in my opinion, applies to a building to which there is access 
of light for ordinary purposes for which light is required. Light is 
required for a dwelling-bouse and a workshop, and it is also required for 

a studio or for a greenhouse. The judgment in Harris v. De Pinna shewed 

that when a building was of such a character that access of light was 

important to it, then that was a building which the Legislature meant to 

protect under the Act. That is the inference which I draw from the 

judgment. Here we have a greenhouse. If it were a studio it would, if 

detached from a house, be a “‘ building’’; if attached to a house, like a 





and it was only far back through the series that the intention could be 


’ conservatory, it would be pert of a ‘‘byilding.”” In my opinion this greene 























house is clearly a ‘‘ building’? within the meaning of the section. His 
lordship then dealt with the question of obstruction, and came to the 
conclusion that there was a material obstruction with which the court 
ought to interfere, and granted a mandatory injunction to restrain the 
interference with the access of light to the greenhouse.—OCounsrL, 
Warrington, Q.C., and FP. F. Wheeler; Renshaw, Q.C., and Methold; A. 
O'Connor. Soxrcrrons, A. § A.C. Hughes ; Marson, Son, & Haigh, tor Fellows, 
Rickmansworth ; Behan § Geoghegan. 


[Reported by R. J. A. Mornison, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re EASTMAN'S SETTLEMENT. Romer, J. 13th Dec. 


Serrtep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 48), ¢. 51—Tenanr ror Lirr— 
Annuity ConprrionaL on Restpgnce—Va.ipity or Conplirion. 


George Eastman, who died in 1897, by his will made the same year, 
gave his property to trustees upon trust, as to his leasehold house to 
permit his widow to occupy the same, and out of his residuary estate to 
pay her during widowhood the annual sum of £850 if she should continue 
to reside in the said house. The will contained a proviso that if the 
testator’s widow should remove from the house before the expiration of the 
lease, the annuity of £850 was, from the date of her ceasing to reside there, 
to be reduced to £600. The testator by a codicil gave his widow an addi- 
tional £150 per annum if she should continue to reside in the said house 
after his death. This was a summons by the widow to ascertain whether 
the applicant was tenant for life of the house within the meaning of the 
Settlea Land Acts; whether the reduction of the annuities was void under 
section 51 of the Act of 1882 ; and whether the applicant was entitled during 
her widowhood to the income arising from the proceeds of the tale of the 
house. Counsel for the remaindermun entitled on cesser of the annuities 
stated that he was an infant, and that the evidence shewed that it was to 
his interest that the questions should be answered favourably to the appli- 
cant. For the widow Re Paget (33 W. R. 898, 30 Ch. D. 161) and Re Ames 
(41 W. R. 505 ; 1893, 2 Ch. 479) were cited. Section 51 enacts that if in 
a settlement a provision is inserted purporting or attempting to 
forbid a tenant for life to exercise any power under the Act, or 
attempting, or tending, or intended by a limitation of settled land, 
or by a limitation of other real or any personal property, or by the 
imposition of any condition, or by forfeiture, or in any other manner 
whatever to prohibit or prevent him from exercising, or to induce him to 
abstain from exercising, or to put him in a position inconsisent with his 
exercising, any power under the Act, that provision, as far as it purports, or 
attempts, or tends, or is intended to have, or would or might have, the 
operation aforesaid, shall be void. 

Romer, J., held, on the authority of Re Paget, and the authorities noted 
in Wolstenholme’s Settled Land Acts (7th ed., p. 372), that the applicant 
was tenant for life within the meaning of the Acts; and on the words of 
tection 51, that the provisions were within the section; and made a 
declaration answering all the questions favourably to the applicant.— 
CounseL, Stokes; Chubb; Glenn. Sottcrrors, F. R. Smith, Son, & Co.; 
Alban Chavasse. 

Reported by J. F. Watevy, Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THE QUEEN +. SENIOR. C, C. R. 10th Dec. 


Crmmat Law — Manstaventen—Inrant Cir.» —Neciecr to Provipe 
Mepicat Ain—Rentaiovs Bretrer—Prevention or Crvetrty to CHr~pren 
Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 41), s. 1. 


Case stated by Wills, J., before whom the prisoner was tried at the 
Central Criminal Court on the 24th of November last for the manslaughter 
of his child, an infaut of the age of eight or nine months. The child had 
died of diarrhoea and pneumonia. The prisoner had not supplied it with 
any medical aid or medicine, though aware that the case was of great 
gravity and that the child would probably die. The medical evidence was 
that the child’s life would certainly have been prolonged, and in all 
probability saved, if medival assistance had been procured. No question 
was raised as to the prisoner’s ability to procure and pay for medical 
assistance, and it was shewn that he earned about 35s. a week. He was 
shewn to have been a good father in all other respects, and he bore an 
excellent character for general good conduct. He was a member of the 
rect called the ‘‘ Peculiar People,’’ whose religious doctrines as to the 
treatment of sick people are based on the Epistle of James, chapter v., 
14th and 15th verses: *‘Is any sick among you? Let him call for the 
elders of the church; and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil 
in the name of the Lord; and the prayer of faith shall save the sick, and 
the Lord shall raise him up; and it he have committed sins, they shall be 
forgiven him.’”’ They do not allege that medical aid is here expressly 
forbidden, but say that to make use of it is to indicate a want of faith. 
They do not object to giving the sick extra food or wine, nor do they 
object to experienced nursing, but the nursing must be by one of their 
own belief who would not use drugs. Wills, J., directed the jury 
that they must first of all be satisfied that the death of the child 
had been caused or accelerated by the want of medical assistance; 
and, secondly, that medical aid and medicine were such essential 
things for the child that reasonably careful parents in general would 
have provided them; and, thirdly, that the prisoner’s means would 
have enabled him to do so without such an expenditure as could not 
be reasonably expected from him. He further directed them that in 
order to make out a case of manslaughter by negligence of this kind 
purely at common Jaw the negligence must be gross and wenton ; so much 
so as to indicate something, at a)] eyents, of an evil mind, and that it was 
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impossible to say that of the prisoner, who was shewn to have spared 
neither expense nor care, and to have taken, in all respects but one, every 
precaution to do the best for the child. But the learned judge added that 
if he had done,anything which was expressly forbidden by statute, and 
by so doing had caused or accelerated the child’s death, he would be 
guilty of manslaughter, no matter what his motive or his state of mind; 
and he referred them to the statutes on the subject, 31 & 32 Vict. c. 122, s, 
37, repealed by 52 & 53 Vict. c. 44, which again is repealed by the Prevention 
of Cruelty to Children Act, 1894. Section 1 of the last-mentioned Act 
provides that ‘‘if any person over the age of sixteen years who has the 
custody, charge, or care of any child under the age of sixteen years, 
wilfully assaults, ill-treats, neglects, abandons, or exposes such child . . . 
in a manner likely to cause such child unnecessary suffering or injury to 
its health that person shall be guilty of a misdemeanour.”? He 
asked the jury to say whether any particular state of things which might 
be established came up to the description of ‘‘ neglecting ’’—not to do a 
specific thing, as to supply medicine, in which case it would mean very 
little more than omitting or failing to do it, but to “‘ neglecting a child,” 
a very different thing, always bearing in mind that it must be to sucha 
degree and m such a manner as to endanger its health. The jury found 
the prisoner guilty, adding that they considered medical aid and medicine 
to have been necessary for the child, but that they were of opinion that the 
prisoner had done all he could in the best interests of the cnild except in 
not providing medical aid and medicine. The learned judge said nothing 
to the jury as to whether the prisoner was acting ond fide and according to 
his conceptions of duty, because the learned counsel had in his opening 
speech said that it was not in question that he was so doing. The question 
for the court was whether the learned judge had rightly directed the jury. 
Reg. v. Downes (1 Q. B. D. 25) and Rey. v. Wagstaff (10 Cox OC. C. 530) were 
referred to. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Russert or Kritowen, C.J., and Day, WItt1s, 
GrantHaM, Lawskance, and Wraicut, JJ.) affirmed the conviction. 

Lord Russet or Kittowen, C.J., in the course of his judgment said: 
Two questions arose—(1) Whether the learned judge was right in point 
of law in his direction to the jury; and (2) if so, whether there was 
evidence upon which the jury could properly convict the prisoner. His 
lordship then referred to the legislation with regard to the matter. The 
statute 31 & 32 Vict. c. 122, which was a ‘‘ Poor Relief Act,’’ provided 
that (section 37) ‘‘ When any parent shall wilfully neglect to provide 
adequate food, clothing, medical aid, or lodging for his cnild,’? whereby 
the health of the child should be or should be likely to be seriously injured, 
he should be guilty of an offence. It was there made a duty to provide 
medical aid, and if that was neglected it was an offenze against 
the Act. That statute was followed by one of 1889, which it 
was not necessary to refer to, because, in effect, the words were 
the same as those in the present statute. In the Act of 1894 the 
phrase ‘‘ medical aid’’ did not appear. Did that make any difference? 
The Legislature did not intend to take a retrograde step. The court must 
act on what it conceived to be the true construction of the statute as it 
now stood. It was not disputed that the child was in a dangerous state 
to the knowledge of the prisoner. It was found by the jury that the 
child’s life would probably have been saved, and certainly prolonged, if 
medical attention had been secured. The defendant was able to provide 
medical assistance, and failed to do so, because he believed it was con- 
trary to the teaching of the Bible. Lastly, the child died because of the 
failure to provide medical assistance. The meaning of the words *‘ wilfully 
neglect’? was very clear. ‘‘ Wilfully’”’ meant ‘‘ deliberately and inten- 
tionally,’ and it was clear that ‘‘neglect’’ meant ‘‘the absence of such 
reasonable care as an ordinary parent would reasonably use for ‘the care 
and protection of his child.’’ It was impossible to accept the proposition 


that, because a particular parent was in other respects an affectionate 


father, except with regard to this one thing, which was a necessity to the 
child in the condition be was in, he was to be held guiltless because of his 
peculiar views. ‘There was ample evidence to convict the prisoner in this 
case, and he considered that the summing up of his learned brother was 
perfectly right. 

Day, Wits, Grantuam, Lawrancz, and Waicut, JJ., concurred. Con« 
viction aflirmed.—Counse1, Henry Sutton; Horace Avory. Sowtcrror, 
The Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. 


ST. LOUIS BREWERIES (LIM.) (Appellants) ». APTHORPE (Surveyor 
of Taxes) (Respondent). Div. Court. 13th Dec. 


Revenvue—Income Tax—Parorits Earnep Anroap—Eneuisn Company 

Hotpinc Suares in Forrign Company—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 

& 6 Vicr. c. 35), s. 100, Scnepute D., Fiest anp Firrnx Cases— 

Income Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 34), s. 2, ScuepuLe D. 

Case stated by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. The appellant 
company was registered in December, 1889, under the Companies Acts, and 
had its registered office in London. Amongst the objects stated in the 
memorandum of association were: ‘ (a) To acquire the whole or any part of 
the capital stock of the St. Louis Brewing Association in the State of 
Missouri ; (+) to carry on business as brewerz, maltsters, corn merchants, 
distillers, &c. ; (c) to allow or cause the legal estate and interest in any 
businesses or property acquired, established, or carried on by the company 
to remain, or be vested, or registered in the name of or carried on by any 
American company formed, or to be formed, and either upon trust for or 
as agents or nominees of this company, or upon any other terms or condi- 
tions which the board of directors may consider for the benefit of this 
company, and to manage the affairs or take over and carry on the 
business of any such American company, either by acquiring the whole 
or part of the shares, or stock, or debentures, or other securities thereof 
or otherwice howsoever and to exerc'se all or any of the powers of any such 
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company or of holders of shares, or stock, or debentures, or securities 
thereof, and to receive and distribute as profits the dividends and interest 
on such shares, stock, debentures, or securities,’”’ The American association 
was formed in May, 1889, for the purpose of carrying on thirteen breweries. 
It had thirteen directors elected annually, and a president, vice-presidents, 
and other officers appointed by the directors. 50,886 shares were issued 
by the American association, and of these 50,873 were purchased by the 
appellant company by agreement with the shsreholders of the American 
association; the appellant company thus held all the shares in the 
American association except thirteen, which were held by the thirteen 
directors of the American association, each of whom he'd one share and 
each of whom managed one of the thirteen breweries. Tnese directors in 
the printed reports of the appellant company were termed the ‘ board of 
management in St. Louis.” The banking account of the American 
corporation and all the trade books and accounts were kept at St. Louis. 
An English accountant was sent by the appellant company to America at 
the end of each financial year to audit the accounts of the breweries at St. 
Louis, At the end of each financial year a balance-sheet of the American 
association and a profit and loss account were prepared shewing the result 
of the brewing business for the past year. A copy of such balance-sheet 
and profit and loss account was forwarded by the American association to 
the appellant company, and the directors of the appellant company then 
agreed upon the rate of dividend which should be declared. The American 
association had always declared a dividend upon the shares of the 
American association at the rate mentioned by the directors of the 
appellant company. The directors of the American association having 
declared the dividend, the directors of the appellant company then declared 
a dividend upon the shares of the appellant company. Under these 
circumstances income tax was assessed upon the full amount of the 
net annual profits made by the appellant company under section 
2, Schedule D., of the Income Tax Act, 1853, and case 1 of 
rection 100, Schedule D., of the Income Tax Act, 1842, and not (as the 
appellant company contended ought to be done) under case 5 of the last- 
mentioned Act. The commissioners fornd (1) That the business carried 
on at St. Louis was in fact carried on by, and was the business of, the 
appellant company, and that the profits made were the profits of the 
appellant company ; (2) that the head and seat and directing power of 
the appellant company were at the registered office in London, and that if 
the business at St. Louis and the profits made thereby were technically 
the business and profits of the American company that company was for 
such purpose the agent of the appellant company. The commissioners 
confirmed the assessment. The contention for the appellant company was 
that they were interested in the American association as shareholders only, 
and that the business was carried on by the American association exclusive- 
ly and not es agents for the appellantcompany. The following cases were 
cited: Cesena Sulphur Co. vy. Nicholson (1 Ex. D. 428), San Paolo Railway Co. 
v. Carter (1896, App. Cas. 31), London Bank of Mexico v. Apthorpe (1891, 
2 Q. B. 378), Denver Hotel Co. v. Andrews (3 Tax. Cas. 356), Norwich 
Union v. Magee (3 Tax. Cas, 457), Grove v. Elliots (3 Tax. Cas. 481), 
Bartholomay Brewing Co. v. Wyatt (1893, 2 Q. B. 499), and <Apthorpe v. 
Peter Schoenhofen Brewing Co. (79 L. T. 98). 

Wits, J., came to the clear conclusion that the Crown was entitled to 
judgment. He assumed for the purposes of his judgment that, according 
to American law (as in English Jaw), the American association was wu 
separate entity distinct from the shareholders forming it. It was there- 
fore true that in theory the business was carried on by the American 
association through their own directors and that the English company 
had no legal power, such as could be enforced in a court of law, to order 
the American directors to do, or abstain from doing, any particular act 
But clause (c) of the English memorandum shewed that there was a 
recognized way by which one company could in effect obtain power to 
manage and control the affairs of another company—viz., by acquiring, 
as the English company had done, all, or practically all, the share capital 
of that other company. In that way, though theoretically the foreign 
company was not governed by the English company, its business was 
really controlled ana managed by the English company. The business of 
the English company was to manage the business of this American associa- 
tion in the interests of the shareholders of the English company. The English 
directors divided between them a large sum for their remuneration, which 
would hardly be so if they had nothing to do with the management of the 
business. The substance must be looked at and not mere machinery. 
There was much to be said in favour of the view that the English company 
actually carried on the business through the American association as their 
agents, but it was not necessary to decide the case upon that ground. 
The circumstances of each case must be considered by themselves, and the 
cases cited were not of much assistance, for in most of them there was only 
one company and not, as here, a separate American company. He did not 
pause to consider Bartholomay Brewing Co. v. Wyatt, for Wright, J.. one 
of the judges who decided it, had eaid in Apthorpe v. Peter Schoenhofen 
Brewing Co. that its effect had been destroyed by the decision of the 
House of Lords in San Paolo Railway Co. v. Carter. On the question of 
fact in the present case he was of opinion that the appellant company 
were effectively carrying on business in America, and that they did this 
by acquiring a preponderating influence in the American association ; 
their holding of shares in that association enabled them to do what their 
memorandum of association stated to be one of their objects—they 
managed the affairs of the American association. 

Buver, J., agreel. He would have felt some difficulty as to the 


Bartholomay case if Wright, J., had not said that that decision had been 
destroyed. From a practical business point of view he was satisfied that 
the American directors were not carrying on this business independently 
of the English company. The head and seat and power of the business 
Crown.— 


were with the English company here. Judgment for the 








~ 





CounseL, Asquith, Q.C., Bremner, and Macaskie ; Sir R. BE. Webster, A.G., 
and Danckwerts. Soxicrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. ; The Solicitor of 


Inland Revenue. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst., Mr. Ricliard W. Tweedie in the chair. The other directors 
present being Mes:rs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), H. Morten Cotton, 
Grantham R. Dodd, Wm. Geare, C. B. O. Gepp (Chelmsford), J. Roger B. 
Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), 
John Hunter, Henry Roscoe, Sidney Smith, F. T. Woolbert, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £330 was distributed in grants of relief, eight 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Sociery.—A joint meeting of the above 
society with the Gray’s-inn Debating Society was held on the 13th of 
December, 1898. Chairman, Mr. Archibald Hair. ‘The subject for 
debate was: ‘*‘ That scientific experimentation on animals involves cruelty, 
and should be prohibited by law.’? Mr. Sidney G. Trist, secretary of the 
London Anti-Vivisection Society, opened in the affirmative. Dr. Ernest. 
W. Starling, lecturer on Physiology at Guy’s Hospital, opened in the 
negative. ‘Che following also spoke: In the affirmative—Messrs. J. T. 
Gaylor, Stephen Townsend, Mackonochie, Dr. Edward Berdoe, Mrs. 
Charles Mallet, and Mr. H. R. Miller; in the negative—Messrs. Archer 
White, Arthur Edmond, B.Sc. (Lond.), R. H. Watkin, 8. P. Kerr. Mr. 
Trist replied. The motion was lost by fifteen vot:s. There were ninety 
present. . 


Bmoincnam Law Srvpents’ Socrery.—Dec. 13.—Mr. T. W. Ryland 
presided.—A debate took place on the following moot point: ‘‘ That the 
Companies Acts, 1862-1898, do not sufficiently protect either the investing 
public or creditors.” The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. H. 
Eaden, J. W. Hallam, G. C. Pearson, G. J. G. Botteley, and 8. J. Gateley ; 
and in the negative Messrs. W. Woodcock, ©. E. Parish, L. Harding, 
W. Kimpton, F. H. Argyle, and C. H. Smith. ‘The question was decided 
in the affirmative by eleven votes to five. 


Leeps Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Dec. 12.—Mr. J. H. Milner, solicitor, 
presided.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘Sarah Jane lends Edwin £50, 
which is spent on her pleasure; and within a year afterwards Edwin 
marries Sarah Jane, the £50 being still unpaid. A month after that 
Edwin becomes bankrupt. Is Sarah Jane entitled to prove in Edwin’s bank- 
ruptcy—() iu competition with the other creditors, (4) at all?’’ Messrs. 
H. L. P. London and J. Dent supported the affirmative, and Messrs. L. 
Ramsden and R. N. Middleton supported the negative. Mr. Crawford 
also spoke. On a vote being taken, the question was decided in the 
affirmative by a majority of one. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Bramtey, solicitor, of the firm of Bramley & Son, Sheffield, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Bramley was admitted 
in August, 1892. 

Mr. Hveu Pottock, of Lincoln’s-ion, barrister-at-law, and Mr. 
Tuxopore Seton Dury, solicitor, have been appointed to be Assistant 
Registrars; Mr. Warrer Lovpoun Sprorrortu, of the Inner Temple, 
barrister-at-law, and Mr. Evsracr Joun Harvey, solicitor, to be t 
Class Clerks ; and Colonel Francis Parmer WasuincTon, late of the Royal 
Engineers, to be Director of the Map Department, under the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutions. 

Curistoruer Joun Newsreap, Antuvr Epwarp Newsreap, OngR.es 
Vincent Newstrap, and Epoax Ceci, Newsrrap, solicitors (0. J: & 
A. E. Newstead & Co.), Otley, Yorkshire. Dec. 1. As regards the said 
Edgar Cecil Newstead. [ Gazette; Dec. 13. 





GENERAL. 


Sir Francis Jeune continues to make satisfactory progress. He was 
stated on Wednesday night to be much better. A consultation was to be 
held to decide whether he would be able to leave town next week. 


Judge Parry, who was shot at some months ago by a bailiff, has been 
lying seriously ill from a kind of fever at his house at Withington, near 
Manchester. Later accounts state that he is much better. 
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At Northampton, on the 12th inst., four courts of magistrates were 
specially arrauged to deal with the applications for vaccination exemption 
certificates left over from Saturday, when eight courts sat for the greater 
part of the day, four dealing with borough applications and four with the 
suburbs and adjacent villages. Some of the magistrates sat on Saturday 
night until half-past ten, and then failed to hear all the applications. In 
tie borough altogether about 4,000 applications have been heard, affecting 
more than 10,000 children. 


The bench of justices of Chadderton, near Oldham, says the Jimes, sat 
recently till past one o’clock at night, having been engaged for six 
hours granting vaccination exemptions to the number of 1,550. The 
total number granted in Chadderton is 2,200. The number granted 
in the neighbouring township of Royton is 1,300, while those granted by 
the justices of Oldham itself number 40,000. Several midnight sittings 
were necessary to get through the applications at the rate of a thousand 
an hour, The great majority of the Oldham certificates were issued free 
of charge, but others were granted at a shilling a piece. 


It is understood, says the Daily News, that the solicitors for Mrs. Druce 
on the 12th inst. lodged an applic ation at the offices of the Consistory 
Court for the issue of the faculty granted by the Chancellor, Dr. Tnstram, 
Q.C., a fortnight ago, authorizing the opening of the coffin of Thomas 
Charles Druce. Notice of appeal was given on behalf of the intervener 
against the decision of the Chancellor, counsel intimating that, in the event 
ot such appeal being persisted in, some action would be taken in the matter 
within fifteen days. On inquiry at the registry office of the Court of 
Arches on the 12th inst. it was stated that no notice of appeal had up to 
that time been lodged, but that in the event of such notice being presented 
it would be received. 


At Wellingborough, on the 12th inst., applic ations were made by several 
gentlemen who declined to pay the fee of 2s. charged for each exemption 
certificate. One of the applicants was Mr. Abbott, a county councillor 
and president of the Wellingborough Anti- Vaccination League. He 
pointed out that the county council on Saturday passed a resolution by 
a large majority requesting the standing joint committee to grant the 

rtificates free. The magistrates declined the application. Other 
pte made similar requests, but the magistrates told them that the 
certificates in each case would be granted on payment of thefee. A 
number paid, but many refused; and it was ultimately arranged that a 
case should be stated for the High Court to decide the question whether 
the certificates could be withheld for non-payment of the fees. 


A sharp passage of arms, says the Daily News, took place between Mr. 
Justice Hawkins and Mr. Dickens, Q.C., at the Kent Assizes on the night 
of Thursday, the 8th inst. Mr. Dickens, who was conducting the 
prosecution of Dr. Wallace, asked Mr. Justice Hawkins when he proposed 
to adjourn, it then being nine o’clock. His lordship—I shall go on for 
some time yet. I mean to dispose of these assizes this week. Mr. Dickens 
—Your lordship might have some consideration for counsel. His lord- 
ship—I feel the strain a great deal more than you do, and I have been 
sitting here eleven and twelve hours a day in order to finish the business. 
You have been absent from the court for several hours. Mr. Dickens— 
1 bave not, my lord. I have been absent for an hour only, and my move- 
ments have nothing to do with your lordship. Mr. Justice Hawkins—I 
mean to sit longer, for half-an- hour at least. I have fixed engagements 
for the coming week, and I am determined to keep them. We “will waste 
no more time. The case then proceeded, and the court rose at 9.45. 
The Zimes states that on no day during the assizes _ Maidstone, except 
on Saturday afternoons, did the court rise before 7.35 p.m. On four 
occasions Mr. Justice Hawkins did not leave the beneh till well past 9 
p-m., and on another he remained sitting as late as 11 o’clock at night. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota or Registrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Appeat Covat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





Date. No. 2. Norra. STIRLING. 
Monday, Dee..........0000000 19 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Lavie 
‘Tuesday ......... .20 Beal Jackson Carrington 
Wednesday... 21 Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Thursday... .22 Beal Jackson Carrington 
SIE casshacirvcmstsvienseiins 23 Pugh Pemberton vie 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. Romer. Byrse. 
Monday, Dec..... Mr. Farmer Mr. Leach Mr. King 
‘Tuesday ......... Gresswell Godfrey Church 
Wednesday... Farmer Leach King 
Thursday ... Gresswell Godfrey Church 
riday ... Farmer Leach King 





The Christmas Senin will commence on Saturday. the 24th day of December, 1898, 
and terminate on Friday, the 6th day of January, 1899, both days inclusive. 





THE PROPERTY MART. 


RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Craxvrevp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (the last one in 
1898) at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, and were successful in 
selling the majority of the Reversions and Life Policies in Y their list ; the amount realized 


being £20,795, The following were among the lots sold : 
BEVERSIONS : £ 
Abeolute to One-eleventh of £4,000 Consols_... _ «+. Bold 270 
To One-seventh of one-third of £9,800 New Consols ; oie OO ae 150 











Absolute to One “third of : Of £8,000 see eee eee ove ous ooo » £1,850 
Absolute to £4,000... one con oe’ gy 
Absolute jo Seven-eighths of one-third of £15,161 yea ik 3 » 2,700 
Absolute to One-fourth of £4,626 . eno ee bee oo 6 Of 590 
POLICIES : 
For £3,500, with profits; life46 ... ove ots oes “a. 990 
For £1,000; life 54; bonus additions £300 oo “ oo 66 512 
For £1,000; life 77; bonus additions £527 10s... ese one ee 9 1,100 
For £500; same life ; ; bonus additions £229 3s, 6d. one -s we ‘ 525 
For £5,000 ; life 65; bonus additions £4,987 11s, 24, ... ne «+ =6g9n ~S «6,460 
For £500 ; life 50; bonus additions £151 5s... oon oe ooo 220 
For £1, 000; life 68; : us additions £392 9s. 1d. ss 7“ on ° 720 
For £300; life 69 ; Leeuea additions £87 5s. 6d.. sie we - 230 
For 10,000 dols. (fully paid) ; life 55 oon ste ve oo 9 ee 
For 5,000 dols. (fully paid); same life; bonus additions 250dols....__,, 600 








WARNING To rnTeNDING Hovse Purcuasgrs AND LessEEs.—Before pur 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, ’ Victoria- street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)--[Apvr. ] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Dec. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Luarsep in CHAanogRY. 

Carmonts Noisecess Suretpep Rusper Tyre Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, pre 
sented Dec 2, directed to be heard on Dec 21. Edwards & Cohen, 3, Coleman st, solors 
* stners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 

e afternoon of Dec 20 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Dec, 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep 1x CHANCERY. 

Bournemoutn anv Srove Vate Dairy Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dee 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, 
to Edwd. Bicker, Wilts and Dorset Bank chmbrs, Bournemouth 

Bournemoutn Correz Tavern Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
Edwd. Bicker, Wilts and Dorset Bank chmbrs, Bournemouth 

Butvetin Proprietary, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 10, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
to George Braggiotti, 2 and 3, Birchin lane 

East Weats or Nations Goitp Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec & 
directed to be heard Dec 21. Slark & Co, 33, Southampton st, Strand, solors for the 

tner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia the 
afternoon of Dec 20 

Meregorouitan Trust, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herbert 
Simmonds, 10, Tokenhouse yd. Barnett & Austen, 48, Watling st, solors for the 
liquidator 

hens es River Gotp Mixes, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 6, directed to 
be heard Dec 21. Trinder & Co, 47, Cornhill, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 20 

Triricixe, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 5, directed to be heard Dec 21, 

ardman Hoyle, Parliament mansions, Westminster, solor to the petaer. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Dec 20 

Wesr Me.ton Waterworks Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 24, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debta or claims, to 
Thomas Clarke, Wath upon Dearne, nr Rotherham, Parker & Co, Rotherham, solors to 


the liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Rosin Hoop's Merry Boys Juvenite Foresters Frrenpiy Society, Cradley Heath, 
Staffs Nov 21 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 25. 


Krexow, Exizanerin, Pemberton rd, Harringay Dee 24 
Griffinhoofe & Brewster, New inn, Strand 

Ouiver, Jane, Guanock terr, King’s Lynn March 8 Bullen v Bullen, Registrar, King’s 
Lynn Coulton & Son, King’s Lynn 

Pearce, Tuomas, Market Tavern, Spitalfields, Licensed Victualler 
Pearce, Romer, J Hack, Pancras lane, Queen st 

Pucu, Tuomas, Bansted, Surrey, Commercial Traveller Dec 20 Pugh v Pugh, Romer, J 
Lowless & Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st 

Srvarr, Roper, Wigan, Lancs Dec 29 Wall v Stuart, Registrar, Liverpool Hopwood, 
Wigan 


Yeo v Willetts, North, J 


Dec 28 Benjamin v 


London Gazette.—Tvrspay, Nov. 29 
Manners-Sutrox, Joux Henry, Kelham, nr Newark, Esq ‘Jan 2 Manners-Sutton ¥ 
ners and Sutton, Stirling, J Jennings & Finch, Gray’s inn sq 
Pontos, Francis Henry, Warminster, Wilts, Builder Jan 1 Butcher v Ponton, 
North, J Ponting, Warminster 
London Gasette.—Turspay. Dec. 6. 
Figtpex, Monracve Joseru, Chain, Ashton on Ribble, Lancaster, Esq Jan7 Long- 
worth v Wilson, Registrar, Preston Bramwell, Preston jad 
Pricr, ELLEN, Neachills, Stoke next Guildford, Surrey Jan6 Shears v Price, Stirling, 
J Price, Gt Winchester st 
London Gaaette.—Frioay, Dec. 9. 
Quicker, Sipnry Nurcompe, Templecombe, Somerset, Esq 
Romer, J Grant, Strand 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 
Apa, Wii.14M, Manchester, Dryealter Jan13 Webster v Dies Registrar, Manchester 
Lowndes, Manchester 
Livco.x, Josgrn, Garlands Asylum, nr Carlisle Jan10 Lincoln v Pickersgill, North, J 
ingle, Manchester 


Jan 11 Green v Quicke 


Nicuotsox, Witiiam, Theydon Grove, Epping, Essex Jan 21 Nicholson v Nicholsom, 
Stirling, J Voss, Bethnal Green rd 

cme, Tuomas yee: FRED, Shirley, Sanengie, Architect Jani2 Perren v Skelton, 
Kekewich, J Harfield, Southampto: 


Srravs, Nicko.aus, Pate Southwark, Watchmaker Jan7 Straub v Firderer, Keke- 
wich, J 


Talbot ct, 


Gracechurch st 
Pr wrnaees,. pony Soe nan ts Haymarket Jan20 Cane v Pentecost, North, J Houle, 


row 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avers, Witiiam Jevrenies, Hereford, Coal Merchant 
Hereford Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Bantow. Witiiam, Ticklerton, nr Church Stretton, Salop, 
Haulie r Shre wsbury Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 3 

Banves, G E, Clapham. ‘Cycle Manufacturer Wandsworth 


Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec 8 

Barrat?, Sanvet Crank, Drayton, nr Norwich, Farmer 
Norwich Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec7 

Berrys, Ricnarp, Hea Moor, Cornwall, Wheelwright 
Truro Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Buaxistox, Norman Arrave, Clapham, Tobacconist High 
Court ~~ Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Boyce, Anwickr Roveat. Brandon, Suffolk, Publisan 
Norwich “Pe tDec7 Ord Dec7 

Broaptey, Joun Wivwiam. Bridlington, Grocer 
borough Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Buows, Geonce, Southsea, Cask Dealer 
Dec 8 Ord Dec 3 

Burexaxp, Harry Cnartes, Fulham, 
High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec6 ’ 

CarrotL, Martruew, South Bank, aaa Dealer 
Stockton on Tees ’ Pet Dec5 Ord 

Witiiam, sen. Faringdon, Berks 

Dealer Swindon Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 

CovrTNeY, Geonck Henry, Southend on ea, Boot Dealer 
Chelmsf wd Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Csoox, Pxren, Liverpool, Law Stationer Liverpool Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Dec 7 

Cross, WALTER, ames, Watchmaker High Court 
Pet Nov2 Ord Dec 6 


Scar- 
Portsmouth Pet 
Wine Merchant 


CLARK, Furniture 


Davies, Wittiam Bexsamix, Swansea, Labourer Swansea 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Fisher, GEORGE, = Norfolk, Baker Norwich 
Pet Dec7 Ord D 

Gir, Rovent, Sheffield Sheffield Pet Dec 2 Ord 
Dec 5 

Gaerxwoop, Witt1smM, Woolseott, Warwick Coventry 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Hate, Joseru, Great Malvern, Lodging-house Keeper 
Worcester Pet Nov18 Ord Nov 29 

Hassetn, Arrouz, and A.rrep Epwarp Hasse, 
Battersea, Stonemasons. Wandsworth Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dec 7 


Hixson, Josern Fraxcis, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


Hixrox, Henny, Wem, Salop, Miller Shrewsbury Pet 
Dec2 Ord Dec 6 

Hory, Evwix, Ormskirk, Smallware Dealer Liverpool 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 

Horsixs, Owen, Birmingham, Printer Birmingham Pet 
Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

Hucuss, Janes, Colwyn Bay, Denbighs, Upholsterer 
Bangor Pet Des6é Ord Dec 6 

Hest, Jon, Devizes, Wilts, Grocer Bath Pet Dec6 Ord 
Dec 6 

Kixc, Tuomas, Maidstone, Kent, Engineer Maidstone 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Laveer’, Harney, Bournemouth, Friiterer Poole Pet 
Dec3 Ord Dec 3 

Lroxanp, B, Upper Holloway, Spinster High Court Pet 
Nov 14 Ord Dee 7 

Lovett, Jony, Exbourne Devon, Farmer Plymouth Pet 
Dec 5 Ord Dec 

Moorcrort, Joun ra Ark, Burton on Trent, Innkeeper 
Burton on Trent Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 


Moncax, Dawnicn, Southsea, Farmer Newport Pet Nov 26 


Ord Lec 6 

Morcax. Gronck Tuomas, Ynysybwl, nr Pontypridd, 
Saddler Pontypridd Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 

Otiver, WittiAm Henry, Bangor, Canvasser Bangor Pet 
Dec6 Ord Dec 6 


Osnors, Ronen, Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhampton 
Pet Dec 7 7 Ord Dec 7 
Bath Pet Dec7 


Peacu, WittiaAm, Bath, Family Grocer 
NATHANIEL, Ludgate circus, Furrier High Court 


Ord Dec 7 
Pairs, 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 


Poo.e, CuanLes, Hornsey rd, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Prart, George Wituram, Wellingborough, Builder 


Northampton Pet Dec 6 Ord Dee 6 

Pratt, Georak WItuiam, Kettering, Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Roacu, Jonny Mantis, and Tuomas Atrrkp RookiepeEr, 
Cardiff, Auctioneers Cardiff Pet Dec6é Ord Dec 6 

om, i as iE, Worksop Leicester Pet Dec 6 Ord 


Brankey, aS Evcar, Tunbridge Wen, Hotel Gauger 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 


Strvenson, Hesny, Birmingham, Shop Fitter Birmiogham 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 7 7 

Tavtor, Hexry Wituiay, Leicester, Saddler Leicester 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 

Waiswaicit, Hexry, East Ardsley, Yorks, Grocer Wake- 
field Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 

Wurrter, Hexny Groracr, Kingswood, Glos, Plumber 
Bristol Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 


Ware, Tuomas Caxavay, Haverfordwest, Cycle Dealer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 


Wiitiams, Horatio, Euston rd, Marble Mason High 
_ Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
omack, George. Castle st, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
hex, Jamuxs, Newbridge on Wye, Radnor, Builder 
Newtown Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
i. London Gazette of Dec. 2: 
oH, Cuartes Frepericx, Cheltenham, Accountant 


Cheltenham Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apersox, Wittiam Brewis ‘, Wakefield, Clerk Dec 16 at 
il Of Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
‘NVILLE, Frank Lawrence, North Walsham, Norfi 
Bookseller Lec 17 at 12 Off Rec. 8, King st, Norwich 


ARNES, ALvrep Tuomas, Broadstaira, 


Kent Dec 22 at 9 
Of Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 





Barnspa.i, NATHANIEL, Bex’ pecan, Some house Keeper 
Dec 16 at 2.45 St Mildred rg 

Biackxwoop, Samven, Norwich, ‘Uleonsed Victualler Dec 
17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi orwich 

Brake, Arruur James, Lowestoft, Saddler Dec 17 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 

Biakistoy, Norman Anruur, Clapham, Tobacconist Dec 
16 at1 ge Carey st 

Bricas, Freperick ILLIAM, Clapham, Cycle Dealer 
Dec 16 at 11.80 24, Railway pp, 477 ™ brid 


Brown, .— Arges, Catford, Butcher’s Salesman 19 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Brown, Gronce, Southsea, Cask Dealer — Wats Off 
Ree, Cambri junction, High st, Portsmouth 


Brows, Seeman, arkworth, Northumberland, Innkeeper 
Dec 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


e 
Carcas, Poitier Cuanies, Stoke Newington, Bootmaker 
not A at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


Ca -. 4 4 Evwanrp Cuartes, Manchester, Designer Dec 
16at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Circe, Senior Huddersfield, Dec 16 at 12 Off Rec, 19, 
John William st, Huddersfield 

Coie, Cuaries SHIRLEY, Twickenham, Dec 20at3 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

CoRNFORD, “~~ JAMES, rearn, Draper Dec 19 at 
ll Off Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Covry, ener Groraz Wrsrants, Cricklade, Wilts, 
Farmer Dec 21 at 10.30 Off Reo, 46, Cricklade st, 
Swindon 

Cross, Watrer, Bloomsbury, Watchmaker Dec 16 at 12 
Bank ruptcy bligs, Carey st 

Eccurs, ANNE, Windermere, Westmorland, Outfitter Dec 
17 at 1045 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, Kendal 

Eowakps. Mary, Treforest, Glam, Grocer Dec 16 at 12 
135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Evans, JonATHAN, Brynhyfryd, Swansea, Insurance Agent 
Dec 21 at 12.30 Of Reo, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Forp, Joun, 8t John’s Wood, Kennelman Dec 16 at 11 
Ban y bidgs, Carey st 

Gantn, James Arnruvur, Leeds Dec 19 at 12 Of Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

Garnron, Tuomas Danix., Leicester, Provision Dealer 
Dec 16 at 3 Of Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Haves, Joseru, Great Malvero, oy house keeper 

20 at 12.30 45, Copenhagen st, 

Harpy, Groner, Clay Cross, Derby. Colliery Under- 

viewer Dec 16 at 11.30 Of Rec, 40, 8t Mary's gute, 


Derby 
HARker, a Bowness on Windemere, Draper Dec 17 
at 11.15 Grosvenor Hotel, Stramongate, K: 
Sisaneies ALFRED, Le a st, Company Promoter 
Dec 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
iam Mary, and Atrrep ALLINGER, Bowness on 
emere Tobacconists Dec 17 at 11.45 Grosvenor 


Ho! 

Hiyton, Heyry, Wem Sal Miller Dec 17 at 11.30 Of 
Ree, 42, 8t John’s hill, Selop, Miler jury 

Jacksox, Tuzovore Bexsamin, Richmond, Surrey, Com- 
mission Agent Dec 16 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

LexpuamM, Henny, Bilton, nr Harrogate, Yorks, Road 
gee Dec 19 at 12.16 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, 

— Wit.1iam, Liverpool, Commercial Clerk Dec 19 at 

Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

M “ane am, Cuar.es, Colne, Lanes, Saddler Dec 16 at 12.30 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Manks, Eis, Otley, Yorks, Grocer Des 19at3 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Moorcrort, Joun Cuark, Burton on Trent, Innkeeper Dec 
We atil Off Rec, 40, "St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Morea, 1 Southsea, Farmer Deci17 at4 Off Rec, 
Newport, I Ww 

Nevert, Tomas James, Northampton, Builder Dec 16 at 
12.30 Off Rec, County Court bidgs, Sheep st, North- 
ampton 

Pavarrr, Marcaret, Idle, Yorks, Plumber Dec 16 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Paitiirs, NATHANIEL, Ludgate om, Furrier Dee 16 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Pym, Epwarp Ba.owiy, vey tg Electrical Engineer 
Dec 19 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Rev — = mae ARD Srernen, Old Jewry Dec 16 at 2.30 

ptcy ™ Carey st 

Rorr, = Arp, Wo! — Painter Dec 19 at 11 Off 
Rec. Wolverhampto 

Gongaee, © — KS a St Leonards on Sea, Tailor 
a ey t 2.30 Off Res, 24, Railway app, London 

ri 

Seymour, Artuur, Newport, Mon, Ironmonger Dec 19 at 
12 Off Rec Westgate chmbrs. New: 

Suaw, Rose RT, Leicester, Boot Manu ‘acturer Dec 16 at 
12.30 Off Rec. 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Sueruerp, Janes WAYLE s, T'hwaites, Cumberland, Farmer 
Dec 19at 11.15 County Court house, Whitehaven 

Stow, Henry Tuomas, and Harry Hunerr, K ing, 
Boot t Manufacturers Dec 19 at 2.30 George Hotel, 
Kettering 

Sairn, Gzonce, Worksop Dec 16 at12 Off Rec, 1, Ber- 
ridge st, Leiceste: 


rT 
HomAs, Pickeri: Yorks, Blacksmith Dec 16 at 
30 Off Rec, 74, ewborough, Scarborough 

Tay.on, Grorcr, Leeds Dec 19at11 Off Rec, 22, Park 


row, Leeds 
Ture, Tuomas WiturAm, Wandsworth, Cycle Tyre 
24, Railway app, 


Manufacturer Dec 16 at 12.30 

London bdge 

Wainwnieur, , East Ardsley, Yorks, Grocer Dec 
16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Wacker, Georc#, Wolverhampton, Baker Dee 19 at 11 30 
Off Rec, Wolverh: 

Wats, Jonx WiLLiam, athorpe, Northampton. Builder 
Dec 16 at 2.30 Off he County Court bldgs, Sheep st, 
Northampton 


Samira, 
11. 


4,.WenstER, Gronce, Glinton, Northampton Dec 16 at 11.45 
Law 


Courts, New rd, Peterborough 
Wen, Cartes Tappy, Deal, Kent, Butcher Dec 22 at 
Ott Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 





Witurams, Jonny Tuckea, Swansea, Monumental Sculptor 


Dec 21 ati2 Off Rec, 31, Al rd, Swanses 
ADJ UDICATIONS. 

Ayers, Witiam —— By —— Coal Merchant 
Hereford Pet Dec 

Baryspati, Natu ee Bexhill, Boarding house Keeper 
Hastings Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 7 

Bartietr, Harry Havyyx, Walbrook, Solicitor Tliigh 
Court Oct 27 Ord Dec 


6 
Bernymay, Ricuarp, Hea Moor, Cornwall, Wheelwright 
Truro Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
Buakistrex, Noaman Axntnur, Clapham, Tobacconist High 
Court ‘Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 


Boyce, Arwicen Rosert, Brandon, Suffolk, Publican 
Norwich Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 


Broaptey, Joun Wittiam, Bridlington, Grocer Scar- 
borough Pet Dec5 Ord Lec 6 
Brown, Groner, Sou’ , Cork Dealer Portsmouth Pet 


F Dec 3 
CarnotL, Marruew, South Bank, 
ockton on Tees Pet Dec5 Ord 
Courtyry, Grorce Henry, Southend on Sea, Boot Dealer 
Chelmsford Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 
Epvsex, Frevericx, Holloway, Dailder’s Foreman High 
Court Pet Decl Ord Dec 3 
Fisnex, Geones, Foulsham, Norfolk, Baker Norwich Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec7 


Provision Dealer 
Deo 5 


Gorvox, Gronaz Conway, Carlisle, aed Hotel 
Keeper Carlisle Pet Nov 28 Ord I 
GREENWOOD, Witiiam, Woolscott, Worwick Coventry 
parted ; Great Mal Lodging hi K 
Hare, Jossra, vern, ouse Keeper 
Worcester Pet Nov 18 Ord Dec 


.... AxgrTive, and —— », aon Hasse, 
—— Stonemasons Wandsworth Pet Dec 7 
Ord 7 


Hixsoy, Joseru Fraxcis, Leicester, Builder Leicester 
Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Hoty, Evwry, Ormskirk, Smallware Dealer Liverpool 
H ng Gee Ba: Denbigh, Upholsterer 
UGHES, JAmEs, wyn my, igh, Up! 
Bangor Pet Dec6 Ord De 
ame 4 Bournemouth, Vruitorer Poole Pet Dec 
8 Ord Dec 3 
Lovett, Joux, Exbourne, Devon, Farmer Plymouth Pet 
Dec5 Ord Dec 
lowe a eeraas Handsworth Birmingham Pet 
Oo 





Meyer, Hewes 8q, Mantle Manufacturer 
\e 


High Court Pet Oct1s Ord Deo 6 
Moat, Ricuarv, Penge, Builder Croydon Pet Nov 22 
Ord Dec 6 


Moorcrort, Joux Crank, Burton on Trent, Innkeeper 
Burton on Trent Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
OLivER, Lae 9 a Bangor, Canvasser Bangor 


Pet Dec 6 
Osvorn, ae. Wolverhampton, Grocer Wolverhamp- 
ton Ord Dee 7 
Pratt, Pn dn Win, —entas. Boot Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Dec7, Ord Dec 
Builder 


Grorcx Wiriiam, Wellingborough, 
hampton Pet Dec 6 
Roacn, Joun Maatinx, and heeecs a ee Rook eves, 
, Auctioneers Cardiff Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
SanpgExa, Tuomas Vic tor, Upper Lambourne, Berks, 
f Racehorses Newbury Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 5 


Pratt, 


oO 
Bavacsz, J H, Edmonton Pet Oct 26 
8c ey Cc 8t. Leonards Sea, Tail 
HILLER, CHARLES wo; on or 
Hastings Pet Dec 8 


7 
Surru, Gzorce, Worksop, Hawker Leicester Pet Dec 6 
Ord Dec 6 


Srarxey, Anruony —, Tunbridge } ney Hotel Gauger 
Tun Wells Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 
= Henny Wires Leicester, Saddler Leicester 
et Dec6 Ord D 


Weantaaue East Ardsley, Yorks, 

Ww bana H or aoe ingest, Gl Plumbe 
HEELER, Henry we os, Plumber 
Bristol Pet Dec5 Ord I 


Wuirr, Tuomas Canavan, Haverfordwest, Cycle Dealer 
Pembroke Dock Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 
Woop#eap, Joun Hemineway, wepeeie on Tyne, Builder 
Newcastle-on-Tyne Pet Nov9 Ord Dec? 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 2 
Puen, Caries Freprnick, Cheltenhom, Accountant 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 24 
London Gazette,—Tunspay, Dee. 13, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Groner, Beverley, Hosier’ . Assistant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec8 Ord 
Bapianp, Tuomas, rae York, Farmer Se is Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec 8 


Bsavuwont, Henny Sue sam yy Commission Agent: 
——- Pet Dec 8 Jeo 8 

Bat, Ricnarp Tromas, Theydon Bois, Essex Edmonton 
Pet Nov 15 Ord Dec8 

Beis, Apranam, Rhosllanerchrugog, Clerk {Wrexham 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Bexesrorp, or K Srvart Cricutos Lorrus Torrernam, 
Victoria st High Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Decs 

Joux, Ancoats, ey Coach 

Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 

Caruu —— 4 £L by med Tadcaster, "Yorks, Tailor York 

Pet Dec 


CuamBeEns, m. Plaistow, Market Gardener Bedford 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Deo 

Cuvrcnarv, WALTER, Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet Dec 9 
Ord Dee 9 

Cove, Geonce Hranent, 8t, Mary Church, Devons, Baker 
Exeter Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Coorr, Tuomas, Eagle, Lincs, Tailor Lincoln Pet Dec8 
Ord Dec 8 

Covrase, Saaean, Ipswich, Fruiterer Ipswich Pct Dec7 

7 

Daviss, Atyrep, Lianferres Mill, nr Mold, Miller Wrex* 

hy Pet 8 Ora Dec8 


am 
Dexnis, James, or Leods Pet Dec 10 
Ord Dec 10 er 


Grocer 


ABERCROMBIE, 


Burns, Proprietor 
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Dix, Wiit1aM Epwanp, Epsom, Surrey, Publican Croydon 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Frextox, Tuomas, Leicester, Hotel Proprietor Kendal 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec8 

Gurcory, Bex Tuomas, Dover, Fruiterer Canterbury Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Huckersy, Evizapern Any, and Ayniz Maria Hvexeni 
Newark upon Trent, Milliners Nottingham Pet Dec 3 
Ord Dec 9 

Hrpsex, Suaw, and Warren Rorneray, Bradford, 
Commission Weavers Bradford Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Hetcnissox, Roserr Horwoop Percy, Rugby, Ccm- 
mission Agent High Court Pet Nov14 Ord Dec8 

Hoetcurson, Konent Horwoop Percy, Husbands Bosworth, 
Leicester Leicester Pet Oct 10 Pet Dec 8 

Keiry, Cuartes Avevstine, Lower Wolvercote, 
Uxford Pet DecsS Ord Dec 8 

Matcapan, Hervenr J, Fairfield, 
Marchant Liverpool Pet Nov 16 

, Frank J, Acton Brentford 


Oxford 


Liverpool, 
Ord Dee 8 
Pet Nov 24 Ord 
Mipp.eronx, Freperick James, Kingston upon Hull, Clerk 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 
Oates, Josern, Walkley, Sheffield, General 
Sheffield Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Powe.t, Tuomas, Talgarth, Brecknocks, Farmer Hereford 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 7 
Pratt, Joux, Hunslet Carr, Leeds 
Ord Dec 8 
Prick, Lewis, 
Ord Dee 10 
Prout, Harry Saint C1 
Taunton Pet Dec 10 
Ricuarps, Bpwarp, Torquay, Picture frame Maker 
Pet Dee Ord Dec » 

Roacn, Witiiam James, Crediton, General shop 
Mxeter Pet Dec Ord Dec + 
Ssitn, WitttaAm Ronert, Wetherby, York, Saddler 

Vet Dec 9 Ord Dec: 
Sraneniper, Winiam, ( Rihisiien Saddler Pet 
Nov 23 Ord Dec 8 
Sroxes, Eowin Wit.tam, Great Bowden, Leicester, Hors 
Dealer Leicester Pet Dec 8 Ord Dee 8 
Tuomas, Atberr Genatp, Willesden Green 
Pet Nov1 Ord Decs 
Warcer, Josern Wituiam, Cullercoats, Northumberland 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet De:10 Ord Dec 10 = 
Wetsny, Josern, Warrington, Brickmaker Warrington 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 
Wickuam, Wittiam Ricuarp, South Kensington High 
Court Pet Nov5 Ord Dec8 
Wikis, Tuomas, Southminster, Draper Chelmsford Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec s 
Woon, Henry Wittiam, Dover, Butcher Canterbury Pet 
Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Oct 21 : 
Leocett, Arruvur, Earl Soham, Suffolk, Shoemaker 
Ipswich Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 
Amended a e substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 6: 
Leepuam, Henry, Bilton, nr Harrogate, 
York Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 3 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apercromerz, Georce, Beverly, York, Hosicr’s Assistant, 
Dec 20 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Ancutvs, Mary Exizanetu (neé James), Acock’s Green 
Warwickshire, Dressmaker Dec 21 at 11 174, Cor- 
poratlon st, Birmiogham 

Bau.arp, JAMES » Southborough, Kent, Surveyor Dec 21 
atiz Mr. I’ arris’, 65, High st, Tunbridge Wells 

Baxrerr, Saver C1 , Drayton, nr Norwich, Farmer 
Dec 20at4 Off Kee, ry King st, Norwich 

BespryMAaN, Ricnanp, Hea "Moor, Cornwall, 
Dec 2vatiz2 Off Rec, 

Boyce, Armicger Rorerr, Brandon, Suffolk, Publican 
20 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Brows, James, Heighington Fen, Lines, Farmer 
at 12 Off Rec, 41, Silver st, Lincoln 

Burxaxp, Haney Crtarces, Victoria st, Wine Merchant 
Dec 20 at 12 neiirentar bldgs. Carey st 

Berxs, Joux, Ancoats, Manchester, Coach Proprietor Dec 
22 ‘at 2.30 Off Rec, Byross st, Manchester 

Carrot, Matrnew, South Bank, Yorks, Provision 
Dealer Dec 21 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 


borough 
Carmutt, Sauget Wewts, Tadcaster, Yorks, 
21at12.15 Uff Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Cork, Grorce Hersent, St Mary Church, 
Dec 21 at 1u.45 Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, 


Leeds 


Abergwynfl, Glam Neath Pet Dec 10 


iim, Chard, 
Ord Dec 10 


Somerset, Printer 


Exeter 
Keeper 

York 
Brighton 


High Court 


Wheelwright 
soscawon st, Truro 


Dec 22 


Tailor Dec 


Baker 
Exeter 

Corrixc, Wat Ipswich, Fruiterer Dec 
Rec, 33, Princes s t, Ipswich 

Fissrnr, Grorce, Fousham, Norfolk, 
Ott Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Grirvirus, Thomas, Poatypridd, Grocer 
High st, Merthyr Ty dal 

Hasseis, Arrnt and Atrrep Epwar 
tersea, Stonemasons Dec 2i at 11.30 
London bridye 

Hawkesworrn, Warren Epwis, and Anrreep 
Hawkeswortn, Leeds, Saddlers’ Ironmongers 
at3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hixson, Joseen Francis, Leicester, 
1} 39 Off Ree, 1, Berridge s: 

Huxt, Jon, Devizes, Grocer 
Baldwin st, Bristol 

Jones, RicuAnp, Clydach Vale, Glam, Grocer Dec 22 at 12 
135, High st, Me a a 

Kenpnrick. Frank Srexcer, Birmingham, 
at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Kine. Tnouas, Maidstone, Engineer Dec 
Bankrupt«v bldgs, Carey st 

Lipve.t, Eu Mani , Oxtord, F; ancy Good 
wati2 4, St Aldate’s 8, Oxford 

Lov gy eee Exbourne, Devon, Farmer 

Athenaeum ter, Plymouth 

pe Jong Winuiam, Cardiff, Draper Dez 

ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


21 at 11 
Baker Dee 20 at 
Dee 


20at3 135, 


» Hassect, Bat- 
21, Railway app, 


Picton 
Builder 


. Leicester 
Dec 21 at 12 


Dee 

Of Ree, 
Carver Dec 22 
Dealer Dec 
Dec 22 at 10.30 
22 at 11 Bank- 


Provision | 


Dealer | 


| 
Pet Dec 8 


Road Contractor | 


Dec | 


Devons, | 


Off | 


Dec 21 


21 at | 


22 at 11.15 | 


Myninc, Cuartes Ernest, Hanley, Joiner Dec 21 at 12 
Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 
Preacn, WILiiaM, Bath, Grocer Dec 21 at 3 Off Rec, 
Baldwin st, Bristol ; 
Pickvr, Greoree, Blackpool, Dec 20 at 12 Off 
Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Poo.e, Cuarces, Hornsey rd, Licensed Victualler Dec 21 
at 2.30 Bank upte y bidgs, Carey st 
Pratt, Georce WILLIAM, ette ring, Boot Manufacturer 
Dec 20 at 1230 Off Rec. 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Pratt, Grorce WILLiAM, Wellingborough, Builder Dec 
23 at 12 Off Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, 
Northampton 
xert, Jonn Atrrep, Birmingham, Tailor Dec 23 at 
12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
ticharps, Epwarp, Torquay, Picture frame Maker Dec 
21 at 10.45 Off Ree, 13, Be dford circus, Exeter 
Roacu, Wiiiram James, Crediton, General shop Keeper 
Dee 21 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Rosert, Colchester, Travelling Draper Dec 20 | 
at 11/30 Cups Hotel, Colchester 
| Sarrn, Wittiam Rosert, Wetherby, York, Saddler 
| 24at11 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
Taytor, Hexny, Wittiam, Leicester, Saddler 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Taomsonx, Grorae ALEXANDER Tonbridge 
24, Rail wi ay app, London bridge 
, Asiox, Handsworth, Provision Dealer 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Grorce, Astcote, Northampton 


Draper 


Pri 








| Soret 
Dee | 
Dec 20 at 3 | 
Dec 20 at 12 | 
Dee 23 | 


Dec 20 at 12 30 


| 
Off Rec, ( ‘ounty Court bldgs, Sheep st, Northampton | 
Dec 21 at | 

| 


Wueever, Henry Gronrae, Gloucester, Plumber 
11.45 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Wuertoy, Rovert, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Framework 

Knitter Dec 20at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, | 

Nottingham 

ILKINSON, JOHN, Hazlewood, Derbys, Farmer Dec 21 at | 

2.30 Off Rec, 40, 8t. Mary’s gate, Derby 

| 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AxsxncromBi£, Grorce, Beverley, York, Hosler’s Assistant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 
| AsHwetL, Bexsamin WHALLEY, Manchester, Shipping | 
Merchant Manchester Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 8 
Bapvianxp, Tuomas, Baildon, York, Farmer Leeds Pet 
DecS Ord Dec 8 
Banseav, JosernmsA Mania Curistina ADELAIDE, Sway, 
Lymington, Hants Southampton Pet Oct 22 Ord Dec 
10 


| Barrett. Samvet Cxiark, Drayton, Farmer 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 9 
Beaumont, Henry Sueanrp, Mirfield, Commission Agent 
Dewsbury Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
Bewwis, Apranam, Rhosllanerchrugog, Clerk Wrexham | 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec8 
sn1GGs, Freperick Wii, Sagem Cycle Dealer 
Ww andsworth Pet Oct 24 Ord Dec 8 
Bvixs, Jonyx, Ancoats, Manchester, Coach Proprietor | 
Manchester Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Cancas, Puuir Cuaries, Stoke Newington, Bootmaker | 
Edmonton Pet Nov10 Ord Dec8 
Carmu.y, SamvueL Weis, Tadcaster, Yorks, Tailor York | 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec7 
Cuvrcuarp, Water, Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet 
Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Cote, Grorce Hersert. St Savoy Church, Devon, Baker 
Exeter Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 
Cootr, Tuomas, Eagle, Linca, Tailor 
Ord Dec 8 
CoprinG, WALTER, Ipswich, Fruiterer Ipswich Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dec 7 
Davies, Atrrep, Llanferres, nr Mold, Flints, Miller 
Wrexham Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
Davies, Witt1AM Bensamix, Swansea, Labourer Swansea | 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
Dennie, James, Leeds, Greengrocer Leeds 
Ord Dec 10 | 
| Dix, WittiAm Epwarp, Epsom, Surrey, Publican Croydon 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 | 
Evans, Daniet, Rhyl, Flint, Draper Bangor Pet Nov 11 
Ord Dee 10 
Foxwetu, Epwis Jouy, and Arruver 
Macclestield, Clothiers Leicester 
Dec 9 
Gitt, Ropert, Shefficld Sheffield Pet Dec2 Ord Dec8 
Huckersy, Exizaneru Ayn, and Anxie Maria Huckersy, | 
Newark upon Trent, Miltiners Nottingham Pet Dec 9 | 
Ord Dec 9 
Pet 


Norwich 


Lincoln Pet Dec 8 | 





Pet Dec 10 | 


Ciement FoxweEtt, 
Pet Nov 24 Ord 





| Kino, Tuomas, Maidstone, Engineer Maidstone 
Dec6 Ord Dec8 
MENDELSSOHN, 


Pet Oct 17 Ord Dec7 


| Leccert, 


| as had too long been common. 


Max Moses, Camdsn Town High Court 
| will name the Soricrrors’ JoursAL. 


Mipp.etox, Freperick James, Kingston —. Hull, © 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Moraan, GeorGcE Peenss, Ynysbwil, Saddler 
Pet Dec6 Ord D 

OaTEs, oe = H, Walkley, Sheffield, General Dealer Sheff 
Pet Ord 


Pontypri 


Owen, * nea EL, ial sq, Mining Engineer 
Court Pet April6é Ord Dec 7 

Prius, NATHANIEL 4 Ludgate circus, Furrier High Cog 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 7 

Powe tt, Tuomas, Talgarth, Brecknocks, Farmer Hereforgi 
Pet Dec9 Ord 

Pratt, Joun, = h a the Hill, 
Pet Dec 8 

Price, _ wis, pnt Glam 
Dec 1 

Reep, | ll 1s James Pa.men, |Plymouth 
Nov3 Ord Dec 7 

Ricuarps, Epwarp, Torquay, Picture Frame Maker Exeter 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Roacu, Wittiam James, Crediton, General shop Keepay 
Exeter Pet DecS Ord De:8 

Swira, Witt1aM Rosert, Wetherby, Yorks, Saddler You 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

Srokes, Epwin Wi.tiam, Great Bowden Leicesters, Hora 
Dealer Leicester Pet Dec 8 oot Dec 8 

Taytor, Witi1amM, Buckhurst Hill, Essex, Wheelw 
Chelmsford Pet Nov 14 Ord Dec 7 


nr Grantham } 
Neath Pet Dec10 Oni 


Plymouth Pe 


| Wacker, Josern Wiiuiam, Cullercoats, Northumber! 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 
WEtssy, JoseEru, arrington, Brickmaker Warringta 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Wixkixs, Tuomas, Goutheniaster, Essex, Draper Che 
ford Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 


Amended notice substituted for that 
London Gazette of Oct 21 : 


Artuur, Earl Soham, Suffolk, Shoem 
Ipswich Pet Oct18 Ord Oct 18 


Amended notice substitued for that published in the 
ndon Gazette of Dec 6: 


LeEepuim, Henry, Bilton, nr Harrogate, Yorks, Road Co 
tractor York Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 3 


published in 





PEOPLE YOU KNOW. 


No. V.—THE DOCTOR. 


Dr. T. H. Smith, Royal Colonial Institute, Northumbe 
land-avenue, W.C., writes: “‘I have much pleasure 
testifying to the superior qualities of your Vi-Cocoa o 
any similar preparation in the market. I do this willingly 
and unsolicited as I consider it a great boon to the publig 
I have personally experimented with the cocoas m @ 
market, and find that the great drawback to all of them 
was the slow process of digestion and assimilation, 

a aed in the t not only assists digestion in yo 

Vi-Cocoa, but it also accelerates the digestion of other 
foods that are taken with the Vi-Cocoa. This I ha 
personally tested, and can therefore speak from actu 
experience. Its wonderful recuperative power after ex 


| haustion from fatigue is marvellous.” 


No article of consumption has ever wy the speedy 
popularity of Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa. We should think 
there are remarkably few houses, if any, where it is ng 
now in use. Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa has positively populari 
cocoa as a beverage; many people who never could m 
a habit of cocoa drinking, and only took a cup on @ rap 
occasion, are now regular drinkers of Vi-Cocoa. This 
unquestionably a benefit from a public health, point 
view ; as tea, however refreshing and beneficial when tak 
in moderation, has baneful effects when used excessively, 
The progress of Dr. 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa has been quite phenomenal all over @ 
country. It has been a steady and rapid advance, showi 
that people after getting it once wanted it regularl { 
praises are sounded on every hand, and tr es mes, 
unanimously testify to its growing sales, and the con’ 
demand for the wonderful food beverage, which form, 
to the veriest sceptics, convincing proofs of the hold it 
taken in public favour. 

Dr. Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa can be obtained from all Chemi 
Grocers, and Stores, or from 60, 61, and 62, Bunhill- 
London, E.C. 

As an unparalleled test of merit, a dainty sample tin of Dt 
Tibbles’ Vi-Cocoa will be sent free on application to 
address, if when writing (a postcard will do) the 


EQUITY AND LAW 


EIrEE ASSURANCOET SOCIEBT 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed ~- 


1844, 


£3,200,000. 


| LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to chang 


| 
} 


to ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROGURABLE 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other impo 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. | 


alterations, to 


thst ie NPR it 











ht 


oe 4 pe ee 


